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Current Topics. 
Undischarged Bankrupt Solicitors. 


Mr. Justice GranTHAm, in passing sentence on a defaulting 
solicitor on Friday in last week, took occasion to say that “if any 
words of his could assist the Law Society in getting the legisla- 
tion which they had been endeavouring to get, he should only 
be too thankful. There was no doubt that the greatest benefit 
would result from power being given to the Law Society to 
refuse to give certificates to un bankrupts, and he 
could not understand how time had not been found to pass such 
alaw. If it was taken out of the power of an undischarged 
bankrupt to practise, he would not be subject to the temptation 
to which his impecunious position might lay him open.” It is 
to be hoped that the observations of the learned judge will 
attract the attention of the new Lord Chancellor. 


The ‘‘Waking Up of the Judges.’’ 
Lorp Loresvan has commenced his judicial administration 
well. Whether influenced by his precept or only prompted by 
his example we cannot say, but in fact sixteen effective courts 
were sitting on the first Saturday of his régime, the new Lord 
Chancellor himself presiding in Appeal Court No. 1. Such an 
array of judicial efficiency has not been seen on a Saturday 
for many years. We have repeatedly protested against the 
growing development of the Saturday whole holiday, which is 
nothing more than an automatic machine for accumulating 
arrears. Now that all the judges of the High Court are avail- 
able for the business of any division, it is idle to say that there 
are no arrears in some particular division, such as Chancery. 
Arrears of the King’s Bench Division are now arrears of the 
Chancery and Probate judges no less than of the King’s Bench 
judges; and unauthorized holidays ought not to be taken until 
all arrears are cleared. That this is a matter of public concern 
is clear from one fact: even the Press representing the present 
Lord Chancellor’s political opponents note the innovation with 
approval; and among them the Daily Graphic announces in 
type the “ Waking Up of the Judges.” It is a pity that the 
bench should ignore suggestions made in the comparative 
roe of professional comment and allow its shortcomings to 
eap to the publicity of the daily Prees. 
12 
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Property Qualification of Members of the House 


of Commons. 


Tae rarce number of Labour candidates who have been 
elected as members of the House of Commons may remind us 
that many years have not elapsed since the law required that 
every member of the House should possess a landed estate to a 
certain annual amount, a regulation introduced by the Act 
9 Anne c. 5 in order, it is said, ‘‘to counteract the ascendency 
which the boroughs had obtained over the counties by bliging 

ot long 
after the passing of the Act it came to be a question whether 
the qualification of a person returned, which had been by 
him sworn to in compliance with the statute, could afterwards 
be questioned. In consequence of this doubt, the House passed 
a resolution that, notwithstanding the oath taken by any candi- 
date at or after any election, his qualification might afterwards 
be examined into. This property qualification came to be 
considered unjust and oppressive, and its abolition was one of 
the six points of the People’s Charter, a programme embodying 
the views of working men on political reform. Finally, in 1858 
the Acts requiring on the part of members of the House of 
Commons certain qualifications in respect of property were 


the trading interest to make choice of landed men,” 


repealed by the Act 21 & 22 Vict. c. 26. 


Scotch Law of Legitim. 


Tux case of the Marchioness of Huntly v. Gaskell, decided by 
the House of Lords on the 14th of December, 1905, was a 
question of the acquisition of domicil, and one of more than 
ordinary importance, for if it had been established that Sir 
W. Ovuntirre Brooxs had acquired a Scotch domicil, his large 
fortune would be distributed according to the law of legitim or 
bairns’ part, which is the legal provision to which a child is by 
the Scotch law entitled out of the moveable or personal 
estate of the deceased father. By this law, which resembles 
that in force upon the Continent, the moveable estate, if wife 
and children survive, is divided into three equal parts. One is 
the widow’s jus relicte; another is the children’s Jegitim; the 
other third is the ‘‘dead’s part,” which the father may 
bequeath by will if he pleases. And although the father 
may in his lifetime, without any check from his children, 
squander his property, he is not allowed on his deathbed 
to make gifts so as to lessen the fund which will supply 
legitim. The English law, by which a father is allowed 
to bequeath his personal estate without restriction, and is at 
liberty to pass over his children, is sharply criticized by 
foreigners, who contend that he ought at least to be compelled 
to bequeath his property in such a manner as to prevent his 
children from becoming a burden on the community. To this 
criticism it may be replied that the English law works tolerably 
well in practice, and that cases frequently arise where a law 
disabling a father from dealing with a child as he pleases would 
interfere with a just and equitable distribution of his estate. 


Computation of Time—Christmas Day. 


THE METROPOLITAN police magistrates have lately had to con- 
sider a point of some novelty under the Small Tenements 
Recovery Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vict. c. 74), 8.1. This section enacts 
that when the term or interest of the tenant of any house or land 
held by him at will or for any term not exceeding seven years, 
at a rent not exceeding £20, shall have ended or shall have been 
duly determined by a legal notice to quit or otherwise, and the 
tenant neglects or refuses to deliver up possession, it shall be 
lawful for the landlord to cause the person so refusing to quit 
and deliver up possession to be served with a written notice that, 
unless enseahde possession of the premises be given on or before 
the expiration of seven clear days from the service of the notice, 
proceedings to recover possession will be taken before justices, 
and the justices are empowered, upon proof of certain particulars, 
including proof of the service of the notice, to issue a warrant 
to constables commanding them to enter and give possession of 
the premises to the landlord. Upon the hearing of applications 





tenant often received notice to quit on the 25th of 


limited time less than six days from or after any date or gym 
is appointed or allowed for — any act or taking any 
phe 2 Christmas Day shall not be reckoned in the computatiq 
of such limited time, may be taken as some evidence that th 
draftsman thought that without express provision Christmy 
Day would not be excluded. It became, however, unn 

to decide the point, inasmuch as the tenants did not persist jp 
their objection, and the question may remain undecided for » 
indefinite period. 


Liability for Witnesses’ Expenses. 


A pxcrsion of some interest has been given by his Honoy 
Judge Russert at the Wandsworth County Court in a cay 
where it was alleged that the solicitor for a plaintiff had unde. 
taken to bring an action without cost to the plaintiff, looki 
for his remuneration to any damages that might be reco 
against the defendants. A medical man was subpoenaed to attend 
the trial and give evidence on behalf of the plaintiff. He attended 
the court for three days, and then claimed six guineas for 
expenses against the solicitor. It is well-settled that, asa 
general rule, the solicitor who serves a subpoena is not personally 
liable to the witness for his expenses. The witness can decline 
to give evidence until he is paid, but unless he takes this 
course he can only look to the party on whose behalf he 
has been called. For certain expenses the solicitor does make 
himself liable, such as law stationers’ charges and court 
fees, and, apparently, shorthand writers’ fees: Cocks v. B. 8. ¢ 
G. (49 Soxicrrors’ Journat 69). But in regard to witnesses he 
is in the same position as any other agent who acts for a die 
closed principal. It is the principal who is liable, and not him- 
self. ‘The attorney,” it was said in Robins v. Bridge (3 M 
& W. 114), “is known merely as the agent—the attorney— 
of the principal, and is- directed by the principal him 
self. The agent, acting for and on the part of 
the principal, does not bind himself, unless he offers to do so by 
express words.” But it will be seen that this reasoning does 
not apply where the solicitor has, by making such an arr 
ment as that above described, put himself into the position 
of principal. His client is still the plaintiff in the action, 
and may benefit by the result, but the solicitor has taken 
the conduct of the litigation into his own hands, and 
there seems to be no reason why he should not be liable as a 
principal. This result, indeed, saves circuity of action, for if 
the witness had a remedy against the client, the latter would be 
entitled to indemnity from the solicitor. The county court judge 
accordingly held that the solicitor was liable for the expenses 
claimed by the witness. 


Liability of Railway Companies to Passengers. 


WE nave some difficulty in following the reasoning upon which 
the case of Angus v. London, Tilbury, and Southend Ratlway Co, 
heard in the Court of Appeal on the 12th of January, was 
decided. It was an action to recover damages for pe 
injuries caused by the alleged negligence of the defendants 
The facts were rather peculiar. The plaintiff was a passenger 
from Tilbury to London by an express train. As the train was 
approaching Purfleet station at a high rate of speed, the brakes 
were put on and the train suddenly stopped, with the result that 
the plaintiff was thrown off his seat and was injured. There 
was therefore primd facie evidence of negligence against the 
defendants. But they gave evidence to shew that, at the time 
when the up express train, which was not timed to stop at 
Purfleet station, was due to pass there, a down train arrived at the 
the station. Passengers arriving at the down platform could 
cross the line by a footbridge over the railway, or by means 

a level crossing at the end of the platform, which was protected 
gates, the level crossing being at the end of the platform where 
the engine of the down train would stop. A road crossed the 
line at the level crossing, and the large gates at the on 





under this section it appeared that the statutory notice to quit 
had in each case expired on Christmas Day, and the question 


were locked when a train was coming, but there were 
gates for foot passengers to pass through. There was a porter 


arose whether Christmas Day was not in the same category as| at the end of the platform to take tickets from passengers. It 


Sunday, and was, therefore, from a legal point of view, a dies | appeared that one of the passengers arriving by the down @ 





non. The agent for the landlord pointed out that a quately 
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gent along the platform towards the level crossing and gave up 
his ticket to the porter, and then, instead of passing on to the 
small gate, went down the incline on to the line and so towards 
the level crossing. The porter called out to him not to go that 
way as the up express was coming, but he went, and the driver 
of the up train, which was then close to the station, seeing him 
crossing in front of the train, put on the emergency brakes and 
brought the train to a stop just in time to avoid running over 
him. The sudden stopping of the train was the cause of injury 
to the plaintiff. The jury found a verdict for the plaintiff for 


£80. 


The Onus of Proving No Negligence. : 
Upon an application by the defendants for judgment on the 
und that the facts disclosed no evidence of negligence, or for 
4 new trial upon the ground that the verdict was against the 
weight of evidence, the Court of Appeal, in a judgment 
delivered by the new Lord Chancellor, held that it was for the 
defendants to prove that the cause which led to the stopping of 
the train was not brought about by any negligence on their 
The defendants had attempted to establish this pro- 
position by calling the porter who took the ticket, but the court 
were of opinion that the jury were entitled to refuse to accept 
his evidence and to attach weight to the fact that the passenger 
for whose safety the train was stopped was not called. There 
was, therefore, evidence which warranted the jury in finding a 
yerdict for the plaintiff. As we have already said, we have great 
difficulty in following this reasoning. It isin the experience of those 
who travel by railway that many of the passengers havelittle respect 
for the rules and regulations of the company, and are quite pre- 
red on a favourable occasion to cross the line on the level instead 
of mounting the steps which lea@ to the bridge. If, then, a 
porter deposes that he was unable to prevent a passenger from 
getting on the line, is there, without more, the slightest 
ground for disbelieving bis story? As for the omission to call 
the passenger for whose safety the train was stopped, it can 
only be said that he would almost certainly be a hostile witness, 
as he would wish to protect himself from liability to a penalty, 
and it was rather to be expected that the plaintiff would have 
called him. We may add that any omission to prevent the 
passenger from trespassing on the line is rather remote from the 
accident. Juries deal out hard measure to railway companies, 
and appear to consider that there is a Railway Passengers 
Compensation Act making the company liable, irrespective of 
negligence, for any accident causing injury to passengers. 


Equitable Execution. 

Ir 1s too much to expect that all the forms Which are prescribed 
for use in court proceedings should be immaculate, and the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Lloyds Bank v. Medway Upper 
Navigation Co, (54 W. R. 41) shews that Form 61a in 
Appendix K to the R. 8. O. is not a safe guide as to the form of 
order to which a judgment creditor is entitled upon applying for 
the appointment of a receiver over property of the debtor. The 
form itself is a somewhat singular mixture of a summons and 
an order, but in effect it defines the order which ought to be 
made; and, in addition to the appointment of a receiver, it 
purports to restrain the defendant from selling, charging, or 
otherwise dealing with the property in question. An order in 
this form was confirmed by Jztr, J., at chambers, but it has 
been pointed out in the Court of Appeal that it goes beyond 
the order to which, in the absence of special circumstances, 
the plaintiff is entitled. An order for the appointment 
of a receiver was formerly in the Court of Chancery, and is 
now in all divisions of the High Oourt, a recognized form 
of equitable execution, and it will be made at the instance of 
& judgment creditor, without the necessity of commencing a fresh 
action on the judgment, provided only that such a course is 
“just and convenient” within the meaning of section 25 (8) of 
the Judicature Act, 1873: Holmes v. Millage (41 W.R. 354; 
1893, 1 Q. B. 551). But it is going a step further to restrain 
the defendant from dealing with the property. Form 614 
assumes that there is always a likelihood of his doing so, and 
that the judgment creditor is entitied to be pomeee against 
the possibility of his thus losing the fruits of his order. But 
this assumption, so it is now held, is not to be made in the absence 





of evidence, and in the present case the injunction was struck out 
from the order. According to the practice of the Court of 
Chancery, said Corzins, M.R., it was requisite, before an 
injunction could be granted, to aver and give evidence of some 
danger that the property might be removed from the juris- 
diction of the court, and, notwithstanding Form 614, this practice 
is still to be followed. Hence, in the absence of evidence of 
danger to the property, the judgment creditor must be satisfied 
with the appointment of a receiver. 


Deputy County Court Judge. 

By section 18 of the County Oourt Acts, 1888, a county court 
judge is empowered, in case of illness or unavoidable absence, 
to appoint, subject to the approval of the Lord Chancellor, a 
barrister-at-law of at least seven years’ standing to act as his 
deputy, and, generally, a like appointment can be made for any 
time or times not exceeding two months in any consecutive 
period of twelve months. In the recent case of Rex v. Lloyd 
(1906, 1 K. B, 22) the question was raised whether under this 
section a deputy could be appointed only for acertain court or 
certain courts on the circuit; and, if so, whether different 
deputies could be appointed during the same period for different 
courts. It is obviously convenient that such appointments 
should be possible, for a county court judge might be able 
to find different deputies for different courts when he 
could not find a suitable deputy to undertake the whole of his 
work, and it was held by the Divisional Court (Lord ALversrong, 
C.J., and Wits and Darune, JJ.) that the appointments 
were regular. It was argued to the contrary that the office of 
county court judge was a single office, and that its duties were not 
severable. But there is one provision of the Act which suggests 
that the appointment may extend to certain courts only, and the 
Divisional Court was quite ready to take advantage of it. 
Under section 21 the appointment of a deputy is not to be 
vacated by the death or resignation of the judge, but he is to con- 
tinue to act ‘‘ in all the courts to which he was appointed” until 
the Lord Chancellor otherwise orders or a successor is appointed. 
This appears to draw a distinction between the circuit generally 
and the courts for which the appointment is made, and a deputy 
may consequently be appointed to act for some of the courts in 
the district and not for others. Moreover—so it was further 
held—if one deputy can be appointed to act for a single court, 
as distinguished from the whole county court district, there is 
no objection to appointing another deputy at the same time to 
to act for another court in the district. There would, in the case 
of the death of the judge, be a question as to the apportion- 
ment of the remuneration allowed by section 21, but with that 
the court did not deal. 


Dispositions of Partnership Property. 


Tre pecision of FarweEtt, J., in Re Bourne (54 W. R. 154) is 

a useful recognition of the principle that a continuing partner is 
entitled to dispose of the partnership property notwithstanding 
the lien upon it which a retiring partner may have. The 
principle was established by Re Langmead’s Trusts (3 W. R. 260, 
20 Beav. 20; on appeal 3 W. R. 602, 7 D. M. & G. 353), where 
it was held that, as between A., a retiring partner, B., a continu- 
ing partner, and O., a purchaser from B., the case of the retiring 
partner could not be put higher than one of an express trust 
vested in the continuing partner to sell the property and apply 
the proceeds in payment of the debts of the partnership, accom- 
panied, as Farwett, J., pointed out in the present case, 
with a receipt clause; so that a purchaser from the continuing 
partner, even with express notice of the trust, would not be 
bound to see to the application of the purchase-money. The lien 
of the retiring partner on the partnership assets is now based on 
section 39 of the Partnership Act, 1890, which provides that on 
a dissolution of a partnership every partner is entitled as against 
the other partners and all persons claiming through them in 
respect of their interests as partners to have the partnership 
roperty applied in payment of the debts and liabilities of the 
rm, and to have the surplus distributed among the partners. 
But, as before, the lien which arises from the partner's right to 
share specifically in the proceeds of the partnership property 
does not prevent a continuing partner from dealing with the 
assets, and a purchaser or pledgee from him is entitled, unless 
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he has notice to the contrary, to assume that the proceeds 
of the disposition will be properly applied. In _ the 
present case of Re Bourne a partnership had been 
dissolved in consequence of the death of one of the partners, 
and his estate was entitled to a lien on the partnership assets 
for £3,000, but the surviving partner had mortgaged these assets 
to the firm’s bank to secure an overdraft. In consequence of 
dealings with the current account the actual indebtedness of the 
firm at the death of the partner had, under the rule in Clayton’s 
case (1 Mer. 572), disappeared when the security was given, but 
Farwett, J., held that the surviving partner was nevertheless 
entitled to create the security so as to give the bank priority over 
the lien in favour of the estate of the deceased partner; and 
that the validity of such a security was only endangered so far 
as the mortgagee knew that the money was not required for the 
purposes of the partnership. The purchaser, said the learned 
judge, is entitled to rely on the power to give receipts, except so 
far as he is fixed with express knowledge that an improper 
application is intended. 


Legislation by Bye-laws. 

Tue rEPorT which Mr. CursterR Jonzs has made to the Home 
Office upon the bye-laws proposed by the London County 
Council under the Employment of Children Act demands atten- 
tion in its legal aspect. Bye-laws are being used increasingly 
as a means of legislation upon important matters, It is 
desirable, however, that the administrative bodies to whom the 
duty is entrusted of framing them should endeavour to carry 
out with expediency and fulness the intention of the Legislature. 
Already there are too many inoperative Acts upon the statute 
book without making fresh additions to the number. ‘The 
Employment of Children Act, based upon the recommendations 
of a committee which was appointed largely through the 
instrumentality of the London County Council, was passed in 
1903 and was intended to come into force on the Ist of January, 
1904. For various reasons, into which this is not the place to 
enter, but of no validity to account for the non-administration of 
the law, the draft of the bye-laws was not issued until the 21st of 
February, 1905. Mr. Cuzster Jonzs held his inquiry during 
the months of June and July,and one of the most remark- 
able features of his report is his criticism of the bye-laws 
as legislative measures. The council proposed twenty-three 
bye-laws. Of No. 17 Mr. Cuzsver Jonzs says: ‘‘ This bye- 
law as it now stands is wlird vires’; and of No. 18: “I can 
find no warrant in the Act for making this bye-law, and it is in 
my Opinion ultra vires.” Two more are condemned as ultra vires 
except in one small particular. Two others are held to be 
“‘ unnecessary,” anda seventh “seems unnecessarily cumbrous.”’ 
The result is that Mr. Cuzstzr Jonzs has had to draft a new 
set of bye-laws for the consideration of the London County 
Council, and a further period of delay must elapse before the 
Act comes into force in a part of the country where it is needed 
perhaps more than anywhere else. 





The President of the Law Society (Mr. C. Mylne Barker) has promised 
to present the certificates of distinction won by the society’s students in 
the third and fourth terms of 1905, on the first day of the approaching 
session—viz., Monday, the 22nd inst., at 6.15 p.m. 


Lord Loreburn, the new Lord Chancellor, is, says the Evening Standard, 
— of the fact that he isa native of Galloway. He comes of an old 
acobite family, who were non-jurors and were supposed to have rendered 
considerable assistance to the cause of Prince Charlie. He is an Episco- 
palian in religion, and in his younger days was a noted athlete and 
cricketer. The title Lord Loreburn of Dumfries is nota territorial designa- 
tion, but is taken from the motto on the burgh’s coat of arms. The 
motto is, ‘‘ A Loreburn,’’ and is understood to have been a rallying-cry of 
the burgesses in the times of warlike foray. 


The death is announced of Mr, William Fry, sen,, who was one of the 
most prominent solicitors in Ireland, at the age of eighty-four. He was 
admitted in 1847, and in his earlier days, says the Times, was intumately 
acquainted with Isaac Butt, Whiteside, Snllivan, the late Lord Morris, and 
many other eminent Irish lawyers of the last century. Mr. Fry was for 
many pare a member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and 
he took the keenest interest in the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. A 
great deal of his time was devoted to philanthropic work. He was chair- 
man of the Royal Hospital for Incurables, and acted as treasurer of the 
Adelaide Hospital and the Hibernian Bible Society. He had also filled the 
position of president of the Y.M.C.A., and occupied a seat on the council 
of the Dublin Hospital Sunday Fund. 
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Restrictive Covenants and Possessory 


Titles. 


WE took occasion to point out (49 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 23) 
when Farwett, J., gave his decision in Re Nisbet and Pay 
Contract (53 W. R. 297 ; 1905, 1 Ch. 391) the importance of ty 
case with reference to the nature of the liability imposed bya 
restrictive covenant affecting land, and more recently we hay 
discussed (ante, p. 123) the development which recent cases hay 
effected in the doctrine of Zulk v. Moxhay (2 Ph. 774). Thy 
affirmation by the Court of Appeal this week (reported él. 
where) of the decision of Farwsit, J., approves this de 
ment, and it may probably be taken as the final establishmentg 
the view that a restrictive covenant does not simply affect th 
conscience of each successive holder who takes with notice~jp 
which case an equitable owner who had taken without notig 
would not be bound by it—but that it creates an equitabl 
interest in the land which is paramount to the title of allo 
equitable or legal, except a legal owner who has acquired th 
land for value without notice. 

The former view appears to be sufficient to support the doctring 
which Lord Correrxaw, O., enunciated in Zulk v. Moxhay (supra), 
‘Tt is said,” he remarked, ‘that, the covenant being one which 
does not run with the land, this court cannot enforce it; but the 
question is, not whether the covenant runs with the land, but 
whether a party shall be permitted to use the land in a manner 
inconsistent with the contract entered into by the vendor, and 
with notice of which he purchased.” And the Lord Chancellor 
went on to observe that the price which the purchaser paid would 
be affected by the existence of the covenant, and that nothing 
would be more inequitable than for the purchaser to be able to 
re-sell the property for a greater price because his assigns 
would escape from liability under the covenant. But in London 
and South-Western Railway Co. v. Gomm (20 Ch. D. 562) Jxssut, 
M.R., suggested the view that the restrictive covenant operated 
as a negative easement, with the result that it created a 
direct interest in the land, although an interest which was 
only equitable. The doctrine of Zulk v. Moxhay (supra), he 
said, rightly considered, was either an extension in equity 
of the doctrine of Spencer's case (5 Rep. 16a) to another line of 
cases, ‘“‘ or else an extension in equity of the doctrine of negative 
easements; such, for instance, as the right to an access of light, 
which prevents the owner of the servient tenement from build- 
ing so as to obstruct the light.” And in either case it followed 
that an equitable assignee took subject to the burden of the 
covenant, whether he had notice of it or no. ‘ The purchaser,” 
he observed, “ took the estate subject to the equitable burden, 
with the qualification that, if he acquired the legal estate for 
value without notice, he was freed from the burden. The 
qualification, however, did not affect the nature of the burden; 
the notice was required merely to avoid the effect of the legal 
estate, and did not create the right, and if the purchaser took 
only an equitable estate, he took subject to the burden, whether 
he had notice or not.” 

This discussion of the nature of the burden created by 4 
restrictive covenant was perhaps not necessary for the decision 
in London and South-Western Railway Co. v. Gomm, and, as We 
recently pointed out, the view that the covenant only binds an 
assignee upon the ground of notice finds expression in later 
cases. But the above dicta of Jusszt, M.R., contained a 
clear pronouncement upon the theory of the subject, and his 
view was accepted as correct by the Court of Appeal in Rogm 
v. Hosegood (48 W. R. 659; 1900, 2 Ch. 888). The benefit,” 
said Corxis, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, 
‘may be annexed to one plot and the burden to another, and 
when this has been once clearly done the benefit and the 
burden _ to the respective assignees, subject, in the 
case of the burden, to proof that the legal estate, if acquired, 
has been acquired with notice of the covenant.” And @ 
the present case of Re Nisbet and Potts’ Contract (supra) 
Farwett, J., followed the matter out to its logical conclusion, 
and held that a restrictive covenant created an interest similar 
to an equitable charge. ‘‘If,” he said, ‘‘the covenant 
negative so asto restrict the mode of use and enjoyment 





land, then there is called into existence an equity attached @ 
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the property of such a nature that it is annexed to and runs 
with it in equity: Zwlk v. Moxhay (supra). This equity, 
although created by covenant or contract, cannot be sued on as 
guch, but stands on the same footing as, and is completely 
analogous to, an equitable charge on real estate created by 
some predecessor in title of the present owner of the 
land charged”; and subsequently he said: “The fact that 
the usual contest in such cases is whether the landowner 
had notice or not has doubtless made it usual to speak 
of notice as an essential part of the plaintiff's case in 
order to enable the court to bind the defendant’s 
conscience; but it is quite clear that the equitable charge 
is created and exists independently of notice, and that no 
question of binding the defendant’s conscience arises until he 
sets up the legal estate.” This view has now been accepted by 
the Court of Appeal, and, as we have intimated, it is unlikely, 
having regard to the tendency of the recent authorities, that it 
will again be contested. It is now well settled, said Romer, 
LJ., that a negative covenant, when validly created, binds the 
land in equity and can be enforced against subsequent owners, 
subject only to the limitation that, being a right in equity, 
it cannot be enforced against a bond fide purchaser for value 
without notice. 

And the Court of Appeal also held that a disseisor or a 
trespasser who gains a title under the Statute of Limitations is 
not outside this rule. If the doctrine of disseisin were still of 
practical importance, then, as we have recently pointed out (ante, 
p. 124), the result might be different, and it might be held that 
the disseisor acquires a new title quite independent of the title 
which has been extinguished, and not affected by any of the 
equities which affected that title. But the curious favour which 
was shewn in old days to the title of a disseisor is not extended 
to the individual who is now known by the more familiar name 
of squatter, and the Court of Appeal quite refuse to place him 
in a better position than if he had acquired the land in a regular 
manner. According to Cozens-Harpy, L.J., the proposition that 
a squatter is in a better position than a person claiming under a 
proper title is so startling and so far-reaching that it must be 
wrong. Similarly Romer, L.J., said that a successful trespasser 
for twelve years, or a purchaser from him, could not be placed in 
a better position than an ordinary owner or vendor or a pur- 
chaser from him. 

The above, then, being the rule as to the nature of the liability 
to restrictive covenants, and the case of a possessory title acquired 
under the Statute of Limitations being no exception to the rule, 
it only remained to consider whether the vendor in Re Nishet 
and Potts’ Contract could shew that he was a purchaser for value 
without notice; and this depended upon whether he was entitled 
to rely upon the possessory title which he had himself purchased 
for value, or whether he was affected with constructive notice 
of a deed containing restrictive covenants which was dated 
within forty years of his purchase. The deed was dated in 1872. 
The land affected by the covenants passed prior to 1878 
into the possession of one Hxzappsz, who by the year 1890 
had acquired a title under the statute. He sold it in 
1890, and it was resold to the present vendor in 1901. 
Upon neither of these sales was there any inquiry 
into the title prior to 1878, and the present vendor contended 
that he had no constructive notice of the title prior to the 
possessory title under which he claimed. But the admission of 
this contention would have had the effect of giving special pro- 
tection to a squatter’s title, and this, as we have seen, the Court 
of Appeal declined to do. The present vendor was a purchaser 
for value, but he could not plead want of notice unless he had 
called for the usual forty years’ title. The vendor to him was 
not, indeed, in a position to produce this, but the remedy was to 
refuse to complete. If the title was accepted, it was with the 
usual consequence as to constructive notice. The present vendor, 
said Cortivs, M.R., chose to accept the title from his vendor 
beginning in 1878, whereas if he had insisted on a forty years’ 
title, he would have seen the covenants in the deed of 1872. He 
was thus affected with notice, for if he had taken reasonable 
care he must have discovered the defects in the title. To the 
same effect were the judgments of Romer and Cozens-Harpy, 
L.JJ., and the land in the vendor’s hands was consequently 
subject to the covenants. Apart from the interest of the case as 









regards possessory titles, and the nature of restrictive covenants, 
it shews the danger which is incurred in accepting less than a 
forty years’ title, save where the circumstances are such as to 
justify a departure from the regular practice. 






















Unapproved Improvements by a 
Tenant for Life on Settled 


Lands. 


Pracririoners are not infrequently called upon to advise a 
tenant for life who has executed and paid for improvements on 
portions of the settled estates, as to whether and how he can 
obtain recoupment of the sum he has expended. He has ordered 
works to be done without troubling to inquire whether any 
scheme should be submitted, or consent obtained, under the 
Settled Land Acts, and has paid the cost out of income ; and it is 
only when, in consequence of such payment, he finds himself 
crippled at the end of the current half year, that he betakes himself 
to his solicitor to ascertain whether he can in any way have 
his depleted current account at his bank filled up. It need 
hardly be said that the remedies available to him for this 
purpose are, in general, statutory only. Apart from statute, 
improvements, however permanent in their nature, made and 
paid for by him cannot be charged on the inheritance of the 
settled estate; or, except in very special circumstances, which it 
is not necessary to consider in detail, be paid out of capital 
money. Even with regard to money paid into court under the 
Lands Clauses Act, the court would not allow any part to be 
applied in recouping the tenant for life sums already expended 
by him on wappeseneney (Re Leigh's Estate, L. R. 6 Ch. App. 





































887), although the cost of permanent improvements executed, 
or contracted to be executed, by trustees have been permitted to 
e of timber 


be paid out of moneys in court arising from the 
under the Settled Estates Act or arising under the Lands 
Clauses Act: Re Newman's Settled Estates (L. R. 9Ch. App. 681), 
and Re Aldred’s Estate (21 Ch. D. 228). 

One remedy of the tenant for life is available to a limited 
extent only. Section 29 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, ? 
provides that ‘‘a landlord on expending such amount ; 
as may be necessary to execute an improvement under the 
second part of the first schedule hereto, after notice given by the 
tenant of his intention to execute such improvement in accord- 
ance with this Act, shall be entitled to obtain from the [Board 
of Agriculture: Agricultural Holdings Act, 1900, s. 3 (1)] a 
charge on the holding, or any thereof, to the amount of the 
sum so paid or expended.” @ provision refers only to sums 
expended by the landlord on drainage after notice in writing 
has been given to him by the tenant of his intention to do such 
drainage. In that case, under section 4 of the Agricultural 
Holdings Act, 1883, the landlord may undertake to execute 
the improvement himself, and may execute the same in any 
reasonable and proper manner which he thinks fit; and 
it is for sums thus expended by the landlord that he can obtain 
a charge on the holding. But it is provided by the Agricultural 
Holdings Act, 1900 (section 3 (2) ) that ‘the person making the 
award” shall, at the request and cost of the landlord, certify 
the amount to be charged and the term for which the charge 
may properly be made, having regard to the time at which 
the improvement in respect of which compensation is 
awarded is to be deemed to be exhausted; and under section 
29 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, proof must be given 
to the Board of Agriculture of the payment or expenditure, 
and that board must be satisfied ‘of the observance in 
faith by the parties of the conditions imposed by this Act”— 
whatever that may mean in relation to the charge for drainage 
outlay—and the charge will be of the amount certified, with 
such interest, and by such instalments, not exceeding the term 
certified, and with such directions for giving effect to the charge, 
as the board think fit. Under the above-mentioned provisions 
the personal representatives of a tenant for life who have executed 
a drainage improvement in accordance with the Acts are entitled 
















































to a charge on the holding in respect of the amount properly 
expended: Gough v. Cough (1891, 2 Q. B. 665). 
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We now come to the more general provisions of the Settled 
Land Acts, which are, of course, practically available only 
where there is capital money in the hands of the trustees of the 
settlement ; such capital money, it will be remembered, including 
money in the hands of trustees liable to be laid out in the pur- 
chase of land to be made subject to the settlement: Settled Land 
Act, 1883, s. 38. We say “practically available,” for, although 
trustees may approve a scheme for improvements before they 
have capital money in hand (Re Duke of Norfolk's Parliamentary 
Estates, 1900, 1 Ch. 461), the tenant for life cannot be reimbursed 
the costs of carrying out such scheme until such capital moneys 
are available. In the circumstances we are considering, of a 
tenant for a life executing improvements without having had a 
scheme approved, the existence of capital moneys in the hands of 
the trustees is of course essential. In such a case section 15 
of the Settled Land Act, 1890, provides that ‘‘the court may, 
in any case where it appears proper, make an order directing 
or authorizing capital money to be applied in or towards 
payment for any improvement authorized by the Settled Land 
Acts, 1882 to 1890, notwithstanding that a scheme was not, 
before the execution of the improvement, submitted for 
approval, as required by the Act of 1882, to the trustees of 
the settlement or to the court.” 

The section appears to cover in terms all the improvements 
authorized by the Settled Land Acts, which include, as is well 
known, among other matters, drainage, inclosing, straightening 
of fences and redivision of fields, roads, planting, cottages for 
labourers, &c., whether employed on the estate or not, farm- 
houses, and other buildings for farm purposes, works for supply 
and distribution of water for agricultural, manufacturing, or 
domestic purposes, and sewers and drains (Act of 1882, s. 25), 
bridges, additions to, or alterations in, buildings reasonably 
necessary and proper to enable the same to be let (this apparently 
includes necessary repairs), and the rebuilding of the principal 
mansion-house on the settled land with an outlay not exceeding 
one-half of the annual rental of the settled land (Act of 1900, s. 
13). And this list of improvements to which capital money may 
be applied is extended by the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, 
s. 29, to “payment of any moneys expended, and costs 
incurred, by a landlord under or in pursuance of this Act in or 
about the execution of any improvement mentioned in the first 
or second parts of the schedule hereto [replaced by the schedule 
to the Act of 1900], as for an improvement authorized by the 
said Settled Land Act.” The words in section 29 of the Act of 
1883 above placed in italics appear, however, to confine the 
remedy of the landlord for improvements executed by him to 
drainage executed by him under the circumstances above 
mentioned. By the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890, 
s. 74 (1) (4), the list of improvements on which capital money 
may be expended is further extended to any dwellings for the 
working classes (as to the meaning of which see section 18 of 
the Settled Land Act, 1890) the building of which is not in the 
opinion of the court injurious to the estate. 

But although the words of section 15 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1890, are wide, the application of the section has to be 
considered with regard to the decisions on the question as 
to the circumstances under which “it appears proper” to the 
court to authorize the application of capital money under the 
section. The Court of Appeal in Re Tucker's Settled Estates 
(1895, 2 Ch. 468) laid down the principle that no expenses are 
to be thrown on capital which, as between the tenant for life and 
the remainderman, ought in fairness to be paid out of income ; 
hence that the cost of works which are not permanent improve- 
ments likely to benefit the remainderman more than the tenant for 
life ought not, under section 15, to be allowed out of capital 
moneys arising under the Settled Land Acts. ‘When the 
tenant for life,” said Lryptey, LJ., ‘has made the payment 
himself, and comes to the court to ask to be re-imbursed, the 
court is bound to be very vigilant and careful in looking into the 


matter. It is very difficult after the work has been done to 


judge what was proper to be done at the outset. . . . If 
a tenant for life does not take the trouble to prepare a 
scheme shewing the proposed expenditure, but goes to work 
on his own account without anything of the sort, and then 
comes to the court asking to be reimbursed, he must not be 
surprised if the court is not very ready to assist him in getting 





— 
the cost of what he has done out of the capital of the estate , , 
The Act of 1890 has greatly enlarged the powers of the , 
but the more those powers are enlarged, the more carefully they 
should be exercised.”” And in the same case Lorss, L.J., gaig 
that for the purpose of applying the power given to the con 
by section 15 of the Settled Land Act, 1890, “ what is us 
done by a man in occupation of premises must be done at the 
expense of the tenant for life. If, however, the things that arg 
done are not such as are usually done by the occupier, but arg 
in the nature of permanent improvements of a larger character, 
likely to benefit the remainderman more than the tenant 
for life, then it is fair that the expense of them should 
come out of capital.” 

With great deference, it may be pointed out that to impose 
the condition that the improvements must be “likely to benefit 
the remainderman more than the tenant for life” is to add 
something by way of legislation which is not to be found in 
section 15 ; that the words ‘‘ where it appears proper ”’ apparently 
mean where, having regard to the circumstances of the estate, 
the improvement is reasonably necessary or advisable—that is, 
whether the improvement is a provident one: see Re Kelks 
Setiled Estates (52 W. R. 362; 1904, 2 Ch. 22), and that the 
condition above referred to leaves the sanction of expendi- 
ture of capital money to be regulated according to the 
length of each judge’s foot; no one can tell what 
view he may take as to whether an improvement is “likely 
to benefit the remainderman more than the tenant for 
life.” This is shewn by a comparison of the decision in 
Re Tucker's Settled Estates with the subsequent decision of 
Kexewicu, J., in Re Karl of Lisburne’s Settled Estates (Weekly 
Notes, 1901, p. 91). In the first-mentioned case the cost of re- 
building ithe was allowed, and in the subsequent case it was 
disallowed, while in Re Leveson-Gower (53 W. R. 524; 1905, 2 
Ch. 95) the cost of building loose-boxes and a saddle-room 
with men’s rooms above was allowed. It appears, however, 
that the cost of sinking wells ‘and the supply of water to farms 
(Re Tucker's Settled states), and of farm buildings and a 
gardener’s cottage (Re Karl of Lishurne’s Settled Estates), and 
of a sunk fence in a park to keep out cattle (Re Lev:son- Gower) 
will be allowed; but that the cost of additions to and altera- 
tions in the drainage and other works for sanitary purposes in 
connection with the principal mansion-house (Re Zucker’s Settled 
Estates), or of a new vinery and peach-house in place of two 
dilapidated glasshouses, and of re-building a greenhouse in 
place of a decaying greenhouse (Re Leveson- Gower), will not be 
allowed. 

Another restriction on the wide powers of section 15 above 
referred to seems to have been established by decisions—namely, 
that where a settlor has pointed out the fund which is to bear 
the cost of improvements—?.¢., has expressly provided that they 
shall be paid out of income—the court, in the exercise of its 
discretion, will ‘throw them where the testator has thrown 
them,” and will not authorize the application of capital money 
in their payment: Countess of Cardigan v. Curzon- Howe (9 Times 
L. R. 244), Re Partington (1902, 1 Ch. 711). In the last-men- 
tioned case there was a bequest of leasehold property, held under 
leases which contained covenants by the lessees to do works 
which would be repairs and improvements within the Settled 
Land Acts, to trustees, upon trust out of the rents to pay the 
ground-rents and perform the lessee’s covenants, and subject 
thereto upon trusts under which K. was tenant for life. Money was 
expended by K. in making sanitary improvements covered }; 
the covenants in the leases without any scheme being submi 
and it was held that the expenses must be paid out of income. 
It would appear from Re Tucker's Settled Estates (suprd) 
that such expenses would in no case be allowed out of capi 
moneys. 

Again, magi money can only be applied under section 15 of 
the Settled Land Act, 1890, in payment for improvements, 
cannot be applied in recouping to the tenant for life the 
instalments of a rentcharge under the Improvement of 
Act, 1864, in respect of moneys borrowed by him in the exect- 
tion of improvements: Re Dalison’s Settled Estate (1892, 3 Ob. 
522); Re Marquis of Bristol’s Settled Estates (1893, 3 Ob. 161). 

In Re Ormrod’s Settled Hetates (1892, 2 Ch. 318) it was 
held that section 15 of the Settled Land Act, 1890, was rett 
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Income Tax. 


Pracrics. By ADAM MURRAY and RoGER 
N. Carrer, Chartered Accountants ( ). ConTAINING 
a SUMMARY OF THE Various ENACTMENTS RELATING TO INCOME 
Tax; InsTRUCFIONS 4S TO THE PREPARATION OF RETURNS FOR 
ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTS in SuprorT OF APPEALS ON THE 
GROUND OF OVER-ASSESSMENT; ALSO FOR CLaAmiInG EXtMPTion 
AND ABATEMENT; AND A Concise PoPpULAR DicesT OF THE PRIN- 
crpaL LeGcat D&cisions ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE ACTs. 
For THE USE OF TAXPAYERS. FouRTH Eprrion. Gee & Co. 

in the complicated 


The present work is a very convenient guide 
i to the preparation 


questions which frequently arise with 
of income tax returns. Special difficulties, for instance, are 


h matters as the taxation of profits made abroad, 
and the depreciation which 
e case of shipping. The leading case on the 
road is uhoun v. Brooks (14 App. Cas. 

d the effect of this and of subsequent cases is stated. To 
Co v. Bell (1904, 2 K. B. 136), on the ‘‘ residence” of & 
business abroad, must now be added De 
905, 2 K. B. 612). In the case of 
hose income consists largely of interest on 
assessment of profits is interfered with by 
ived must be assessed se tely. The rule, 
and it is not always insisted on by 
i f the proper way of making returns 
ork, and forms of 
n. The question of the depreciation to be allowed on 
been before the courts in various cases which are 
173-177, and the authors print the circular of the 
taining the present practice in this 


corporations of the recent case of London 
General (1901, A. C. 26), a litigation 

General v. London County Council 
a valuable work of 


lating to income tax. 





The Stock Exchange. 
x Srock EXcHANGE, WITH AN 
AINING THE RULES AND REGULATIONS AUTHORIZED 
BY THE COMMITTEE FOR THE CONDUCT OF BUSINESS. By RuDOLPH 
BE. MELSHEIMER, Barrister-at-Law, and SAMUEL GARDNER of the 
Stock Exchange. ourTa KEprtion. By WILLIAM BKOWSTEAD, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Effiogham 


Wilson. 
Matters affecting dealings on the Stock Exchange and the practice 
ently before the courts, and the present volume, 


e conduct of Stock Exchange business— 
matters as the various processes incident to the three 
“ making-up day,” the “ticket day,” 
»farnishes a complete guide to the 
_ These have recently included the important 
tw of a broker who in good faith acts for @ 
principal under @ forged document. This was decided adversely to 
the broker in Oliver v- Bank of England (1902, 1 Ch. 610), which, 
with the kindred case of Sheffield Corporation V- Barclay (1903, 2 
K. B. 580), is referred to. But it should be noticed that the latter 
case has been reversed in House of Lords (July 3, 1905), 

i Reference is also mad 


on the effect of a certificate of shares issued under 
the seal of the company, such as Ruben v. Great Fingall Consolidated 
1904, 2 K. B. 712) and Lengman ¥- Bath Electric Tramways Co. 
(1905, 1 Ch. 646), and on negotiable instruments, such as Edelstein v. 
Schuler (1902, 2K. B. 144). And the volume contains a full discussion 
of the relation of the Gaming Acts to Stock Exchange transactions, 
and of the extent to which the custom and practice of the Stock 
Exchange are inding on the p lic. The rules of the Stock 
Exchange are given in the A ix. 


APPENDIX CONT 


to the recent cases 
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The Licensing Acts. By the late James PaTERsoN, MA., 
Barrister-at-Law. Being the Licensing Acts, 1828 to 1904, together 
with all Relative Excise, Inland Revenue, Innkeepers, Sunday 
Ciosing, and Grogging Acts, with Notes. And the Law Relating to 
Clubs, Theatres, Music and Dancing, Racecourses, Billiards, 
Compensation, Covenants, Contracts of Sale of Licensed Premises, 
and Rates and Taxes on Licensed Property, and Forms. By 
Wiitiam W. Mackenzie, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Seventeenth 
Edition. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 








Correspondence. 
The Licensing Act, 1904. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have two cases coming under this Act in which the follow- 
ing circumstances exist. 

A. purchased in the open market the head lease of several premises 
held from the freeholder at an entire rent of £90 a year. The 
property had been sub-leased to various underlessees, and one of the 
sub-leases was of a public-house at a rent of £80 a year. All the 
sub-leases were for the whole of the term granted by the head lease 
except one or two days, so that A. has practically no reversion. 
There are only three years to run. 

Under Schedule I. of the Act the amount of charge to the com- 
pensation fund is £15 per annum. Under Schedule IU. of the Act 
the licensee is entitled to deduct 82 per cent. of the charge or £12 6s. 
from the amount of his next payment of rent. 

Can anyone say what amount A. is entitled to deduct from the rent 
payable to the freeholder? Can A. deduct the whole amount, or is 
it necessary that the ground-rent be apportioned between the 
properties, and, if so, how is that to be done ? 

A deduction is clearly to be made: see section 3 (3) of the Act. 

12, Great St. Helen’s, E.C., Jan. 17. E. Huco KILner. 


[See a letter at p. 57 of the present volume, and observations under 
the head of ‘‘ Current Topics ” at p. 69.—Eb. S.J ] 





The Land Registry. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— We enclose a copy of a correspondence that has just passed 
between ourselves and the registrar. It will, we believe, interest 
your readers. RUBINSTEIN & Co. 


5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Jan. 16. 
The following is the correspondence referred to : 


5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C. 
5th January, 1906. 
Title 67133. 

Dear Sir,—Our client has sent us an undated circular notice he has 
received from your office, the postmark on the envelope bearing date the 
29th ulto. 

He calls our attention to the statement in the notice that his name is 
being entered on the General Register of Titles to Land as ‘‘ Proprietor 
with a Possessory Title.’’ 

As our client has merely advanced money on mortgage, he cannot under- 
stand why he should receive a notice that he is the ‘‘ proprietor,’”’ and he 
a3ks for an explanation. 

Will you please let us hear from you so that we can give him your 
explanation.— Yours truly, Ruprystgein & Co, 

e Registrar, Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
6th January, 1906. 

Gentlemen,—I much regret that, owing to a mistake by a subordinate 
official, to which the confusion incidental to our recent move may have 
contributed, the notice of which you complain was sent to your client, 
Trusting you will accept my apologies.—I am, gentlemen, your obedient 
servant, Hvucu Potrtock, Assistant Registrar. 

Messrs. Rubinstein & Co , 5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, 

Gray’s-inn, W.C. 
9th January, 1906. 
Title 67133. 

Dear Sir,—We have received your letter of the 6th inst., and note that 
the notice sent to our client was sent by a mistake on the part of one of 
your officials. 

Kindly inform us if it is your practice to send notices to mortgagees as 
well as to purchasers. If so, we shall be pleased if you will send us a 
copy of the notice that you send to mortgagees. 

Enclosed with your notice was a circular headed ‘‘ A Short Statement 
of the Objects and Practical Working of the System of Registration of 
Title.” In this it is asserted (paragraph 4) that ‘‘the principal advantages 
of the system as compared with the present non-registration system are 
security, cheapness, expedition, clearness, and simplicity.” Thie para- 
graph was obviously settled before any experience had been gained as to 
the working of the system, 


Now that the working has come under review in the cases of The Capitg q 
and Counties Bank v. Rhodes (1903), Attorney-General v. Odell (1904), ‘ai 
Marshali vy. Robertson (1905), and the imperfections, compli 
dangers of the registration system have been so clearly pointed a 
condemned by so many of our judges, we venture to ask whether 
Registry Office should not at once discontinue the issue to the publieg, 
paper containing statements that have been judicially proved % be 
absolutely unfounded.—Yours truly, Runistew & Qy, 

The Registrar, Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Wg, 
13th January, 1906. 
Title 67133. 

Dear Sir,—We shall be pleased if you will favour us with a reply toop 
letter of the 9th inst.—Yours truly, Rvsrnstern & Qo, 

The Registrar, Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.Q, 
15th January, 1906. 

Gentlemen,—In reply to the second paragraph of your letter of the 9 
inst. it is not the practice to send the notices to mortgagees. 

As to the question contained in the last paragraph of your letter, T beg 
to state that the authorities which you cite do not appear to me to furnish 
adequate foundation for the opinions you are good enough to express, anj 
that the practice will continue as heretofore.—I am, gentlemen, yoy 
obedient servant, C. F. Brickpa ez, Registrar, 

Messrs. Rubinstein & Co. 

















Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Mortgage—Lease by Mortgagor in Possession—Surrender— 
Under section 18 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, a mortgagor of 
land, while in possession, has power to make such a lease as is by the 
section authorized ; but the section does not empower him to 
a surrender of a lease so made, nor is any such power impliedly 
conferred upon him, The effect of the lease is to create a term out 
of the legal estate of the mortgagee. Hence the relation of lessee 
and reversioner is created between the lessee and the mortgage 
immediately upon the execution of the lease by the mortgagor, and 
an effectual surrender can only be made by the lessee to the mort- 
gagee as such reversioner. The effect of a surrender is to merge the 
particular estate in the larger estate out of which it was carved, and 
there can be no merger unless the surrender is made to the person 
in whom the larger estate is vested.— ROBBINS v. WHYTE (Warrington, 
J., Nov. 30) (64 W. R. 105). 


Yearly Tenancy—Notice to Determine Tenancy.— Ordinarily 
the notice required to determine a yearly tenancy is a half-year's 
notice expiring at the end of the current year of the tenancy; and 
where the agreement provides for a shorter notice, but does not say 
when it is to be given, it must still be so given as to make the tenancy 
determine at the end of the year. The rule is excluded where the 
tenancy agreement provides that the notice may be given at any tim, 
as where the tenancy is ‘‘subject to three months’ notice on eithersideat 
any time to terminate this agreement”: Soames v. Nicholson (50 W. BR 
169; 1902, 1 K.B. 157). But where there are no such words, and the 
agreement simply provides that either party may determine the 
tenancy by three calendar months’ notice in writing, the three months 
notice must expire with a year of tenancy.—LEwis v. Baker (Jel, 
J., May 22) (54 W. R. 146; 1905, 2 K. B. 576). 


Company Law. 


Winding up—No Assets Available for Unsecured Creditors.— 
Prior to the coming into operation of the Companies (Winding- 
Act, 1890, it had more than once been laid down that the court woul 
not make a winding-up order when the order would not result im 
benefit to the petitioning creditor—eg., when the assets were more 
than covered by debentures : see Re Chapel House Colliery Co. (24 Cb.D. 
259). After the Act came into operation, some of the Chancery 
judges who at first exercised the winding-up jurisdiction held that the 
Act of 1890 had not altered the principles to be regarded when the 
court was asked to wind up a company : see He Electrical Engineering 0. 
(64 L. T. 658) and Re Russell, Cordner, & Co. (1891, 3 Ch. 171). These 
decisions were never dissented from by the Judges of the Queen's B 
Division who subsequently exercised the winding-up jurisdictioa— 
although they threw on the company the onus of shewing that no bene 
could result from making a winding-up order —and this notwithstanding 
that a provision in the winding-up rules of 1890 (now rule 186 
the Companies Winding-up Rules, 1903) was frequently brought 
the attention of the court. The provision referred to is as follows: 
‘“‘ Where a company against which a winding-up order has been 
has no available assets, the official receiver shall not be required 
incur any expense in relation to the winding up without the — 
Girections of the Board of Trade.” But neither the judges of the 





Queen’s Bench Division nor those of the Chancery Division would 
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that this rale affected the question—indeed, Buckley, J +» laid down a 





rule to the effect that every petition must contain an allega- 


that the company had assets upon which a winding-up order, if 
could operate, and that learned judge acted upon that rule up to 
When, however, the winding-up jurisdiction was wor | 

rrington, J., last Trinity sittings, a petition whic 


came before him contained no allegation that available assets existed, 
and the company had issued debentures for an amount far exceeding 
the total value of the assets covered by them. A receiver appointed 
the debenture-holders was carrying on the business, of course for 


b 


winding-up order on the petition, which was presented 


ir sole benefit. 


In these circumstances Warrington, J.,. made a 
by un- 


secured creditors, stating that such an order was “the only way by 
which acompany, which is now merely nominis umbra,” could be got 
rid of. With reference to rule 1+6, he properly remarked: ‘That 
seems to contemplate a state of things in which, although there are 
no available assets, it may be desirable to make a winding- up order.” 
It is rather strange that this view was not taken years ago.—RE CuHIc 
(LiMiTED) (Warrington, J., June 21) (1905, 2 Ch. 345). 








Cases of the Week. 


Re NISBET AND POTTS’ CONTRACT. No. 2. 


Court of Appeal. 
15th and 16th Jan. 


Venpor AND Purcnaser — Speciric Perrormance — Titi — Possessory 
TytE—RestRIcTIVE CovENANT—NoTICE—PURCHASER FOR VALUE—REAL 
Property Limrration Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 27), s. 34 


This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J. (reported 53 W. R. 


297; 1905, 1 Ch. 391). 


By a contract in writing dated the Ist of Jannary, 


1903, the vendor, F. V. Nisbet, agreed to sell to the purchaser, S. L. Potts, 
a piece of land at Leytonstone for £3,200. The contract provided that 


the title should commence with a conveyance of the 


A 


llth of 


, 1890, *‘ in which indenture it is stated that Thomas Headde and 


his father had at that date been in pogsession of the said property for 
thirteen years and upwards.”’ 
admitted—(1) That Thomas Headde had 

1890; (2) that there was in existence a dee 


For thé purpose of the argument it was 
uired a possessory title in 
dated in 1872 containing 


restrictive covenants which affect the land contracted to be sold or a material 
partof it; and (3) that neither the present vendor when be brought in 1901 
nor the purchaser in 1890 made any inquiry into the title prior to 1878. 
Farwell, J., held that the negative covenants affecting the land were in the 
nature of an equitable charge, so that the land could only be freed by the 
plea of purchase for value without notice, and that neither the present 
vendor nor his predecessor in title having acquired the full title of fort 
years, the vendor must be held to be affected with constructive notice of ail 
that he would have learnt if he had had the full title. The vendor a eo 
Tue Covrt (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, LJ -) dis- 
missed the appeal. 
Coitins, M.R.—The first question is whether under the Statute of 
Limitations the land was vested in the squatter, Headde, discharged from 


any obligation under these covenants. 
land he must be regarded as having taken subject 
land is still bound. That depends on the nature of the restriction. 


If the burden attached to the 
the burden, and the 
If it 


is in the nature of a negative easement it would bind the squatter, as the 
statute does not purport to annul rights other than those which ought 


to have been exercised in time. 


That this restriction is in the 


nature of a negative easement follows from the decisions in TZulk 


v. 


Moxhay 


(2. Ph. 


274), London and South-Western Railway Co. 


Vv. Gomm (30 W. R. 620, 20 Ch. D. 583), and Rogers v. Hosegood 


(48 W. R. 659; 1900, 2 Ch. 405). 


Therefore the burden of these covenants 


is on the land binding everyone who cannot shew that he was a purchaser 


for value without notice. 
charged that burden. 


In the present case the appellant has not dis- 
He chose to accept a title from his vendor 


commencing in 1878, whereas if he had insisted on a forty years’ title he 


would have seen the covenants in the deed of 1872. 


He is thus affected 


with notice, for if he had taken reasonable care he must have discovered 


the defects in the title. 


Accordingly he must be treated as having had 


constructive notice. The judgment of Farwell, J., is right and the appeal 


must be dismissed. 


Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counset, Jenkins, K.C., and Macklin; Upjohn, K.C., and Jessel. 
Souicrrors, Harris, Chetham, ¢ Cohen ; Granville Smith, Coleman, Betts, § Co. 
[Reported by J. I. S1inuma, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division. 


WANDSWORTH BOROUGH COUNCIL v. BAINES. Div. Court. 
Locan Govexnment — Bye-Law — Dairy 


llth Jan. 
Removat or Hovss-reruse— 


Norice to at, Occurrens in A Orrtary Distatcr—Vauinrry or Notice 
—Pvniic Heatra (Lonpoy) Act, 1891, s. 30, 


Case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate on an information pre- 
ferred by the respondent Baines, under section 30 of the Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891, againstthe appellant council for thatthey, at 37, Carlton- 
toad, Putney, in the borough of Wandsworth, did on the 19th of 


Jan 


» Without regsonable cause, unlawfully fail to comply with 





a written notice duly served on them requiring them to remove 
house-refuse from the above-mentioned The facts found were 
that the appellants had given notice to the respondent and all other 
occupiers of houses within a certain defined area of the boro that on 
and after the Jst of January, 1905, a system of daily of house- 
refuse would be substituted for the weekly removal then prevailing. The 
notice (which purported to be given in accordance with a bye-law made 
by the London County Council) required the occupiers to deposit on the 
kerbstone or edge of the ——— immediately in front of their respective 
houses a moveable receptacle in which should be placed, for the purpose of 
removal, the house-refuse which had Pocoren: bed since the last collection. 
The respondent refused to comply with this notice to put his dust-bin on 
the kerbstones pointing out that the bye-law made by the London County 
Council followed section 16 (2) of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891. 
That section directed that where a sanitary authority arranged for the 
daily removal the occupier should deposit on the kerbstone in front of his 
house the box containing the house-refuse to be removed or place it ‘‘in a 
conveniently accessible position on the premises as the sani authority 
may prescribe. . . .’? The respondent said that, having p it out- 
side his house in a place convenient for the dustmen to get it, he had done 
all that he was required to do in order to facilitate the daily removal of 
his house-refuse. The appellants declined to accept this view of the 
respondent’s liability and refused to take away his dust. The respondent 
thereupon laid an information against the borough council for refusing to 
comply with his notice, and the trate of the South-Western police- 
court convicted and fined the council, who now appealed. Against this 
conviction the borough council contended that they were entitled to act as 
they had done and require every occupier in a certain area to put their 
dust-bins upon the kerbstone, and t in giving the notice they were 
acting within the powers given them by the bye-law. Without hearing 
counsel for the respondent, 

Tue Courr (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Ripitey and Darune, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. The magistrate had found that the respondent had 
a reasonably accessible position on his premises from which the authority 
could remove the refuse and was willing to place the bin there. They 
thought the borough council had gone pd swe Me beyond the bye-law 
of the London County Council. is was not a case in which the local 
authority had prescribed a conveniently accessible ition on the premises 
where the dust-bin was to be placed by him to facilitate the daily removal 
of house-refuse, but they had given notice that in a certain area everybody 
without reference to particular convenience should place their refuse on 
the kerbstone without any regard to the distance the kerbstone might be 
from the occupiers’ back premises. Tke conviction was right and the 
appeal must be dismissed with costs.—CounsEeL, Avory, K.C., and B. 
Campion ; Macmorran, K.C., and R. C. Glen. Souticrrors, W. P. Young, 
Town Clerk, Wandsworth ; Zurn r ¢ Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


COWLING v. TOPPING. Div. Court. 11th Jan. 


InpustRiAL Insurance Company—Cram ror Over £20 Asaryst a Socrery 
Wuicu Issves Poticres ror Less AMoUNT—JURISDICTION OF JUSTICES To 
Hear anv Derermine Cramnt—Coxtectine Socrerres anp InpvsTRia 
Assurance Companres Act, 1896, s. 2—Farenpiy Socreties Act, 1896, 
e. % 

Case stated by justices for the borough of St. Helens, before whom a 
complaint, under the Collecting Societies and Industrial Assurance Com- 
panies Act, 1896, and the Friendly Societies Act, 1896, was brought by 
one Elizabeth Topping, against the London, Edinburgh, and Glasgow 
Assurance Co. (for and on behalf of whom Cowling acted), whereby 
she claimed £22 19s. under a policy of insurance granted for that 
amount on the life of one John Topping. At the hearing the point 
was taken by the company that, the claim being for over £20, 
the justices had no jurisdiction, having regard to the provisions of section 
1 read with section 7 of the Collecting Societies Act, 1896. The justices 
were of opinion that the words of section 1 (6) of the Act of 1896, 
‘* granting assurances on any one life for less than £20,” had the effect of 
bringing the company (a society which granted such assurances) within 
the denotation of the term ‘industrial assurance companies,”” and so 
made the procedure in dispute between members and the company subject 
to section 7 of the same Act, and therefore that their jurisdiction was not 
limited to amounts under £20. They accordingly entertained the com- 
plaint and made an order in favour of the respondent, but they stated this 
case for the opinion of the court as to whether they were right in so doing. 
For the ap nt it was submitted that the Act only — to companies 
which confined themselves to issuing policies for sums less than £20. For 
the respondent it was said that the contention of the appellant involved 
the reading into the statute of words that were not there; that the 
language of section 7 ought not to be read as limiting the jurisdiction of 
justices in the way suggested; and that whenever it was shewn that a 
society issued policies for sums of less than £20 that fact let in the juris- 
diction of the justices. 

Tue Courr(Lord Atvgrstong, C.J.,and Rrotey and Dartine, JJ.) held that 
the true construction of section 1 was to give jurisdiction to the justices 
with respect to policies granted for a less sum that £20. In their opinion 
a@ question might arise whether a society which granted policies for a 
larger sum might not be outside the Act, but however that might be, 
section 7 was limited to a policy for an amount not exceeding £20. The 
magistrates had, therefore, no jurisdiction in the present case, and ths 
appeal was accordingly allowed.—Counset, S. 7. Bvans, K.C., and F. 
Dodd; J. W. Ross Brown. Soricrrors, Wynne-Baxter § Keeble; H. ¥. 
Baines, for Swift § Garner, St. Helens. 








[Reported by Essxixe Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
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REX v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. 
16th Jan. 


Epvucation Act—Cegasine to Cotiect Rate ror Scnoot Boarp ror Lonpon 
—Ciam sy Rate Cottector ror Compensation —LocaL GOVERNMENT 
Act, 1888, s. 120—Epvucation Act, 1902, s. 20, rr. 16, 21. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained calling on the London County 
Council to hear and determine an application for compensation by one 
Norris, a rate collector in the employment of the Corporation of the City 
of London. The claim was made under the Education Act, 1902, for 
diminution of salary caused him by reason of the education rate 
ceasing to be collected by the corporation. The claim arose in this way : 
Before the passing of the Education Act, 1902, Norris was employed to 
collect rates by the Corporation of the City of London, and at that time 
the corporation collected the education rate levied by the School Board for 
London. After the passing of the Education Act, 1902, the London 
County Council became charged with the duty which formerly rested on 
the school board. It was no longer the practice for the London County 
Council to collect the rate, which after the transfer formed part of the poor 
rate. Against the rule it was said the question turned on whether com- 
pensation was payable or not by the appellants. By Schedule IL., r. 21, of 
the Act of 1902, section 120 of the Local Government Act, 1888, was made 
applicable to officers transferred under this Act. and an officer suffering 
‘‘any direct pecuniary joss by the abolition of office or by diminution or 
loss of fees or salary shall be entitled to have compensation paid to him for 
such pecuniary loss by the county council to whom the powers of the 
authority whose officer he was are transferred under this Act.’’ By 
rule 16 of the above schedule ‘the officers of any authority 
whose proprietary rights and liabilities are transferred under this 
Act to any council shall be transferred to and become the 
officers of that council, but that council may abolish the office of any 
officer whose office they deem unnecessary.’’ Therefore before the rule 
could be made absolute it would be necessary for the court to hold that 
the words in section 120, ‘‘to whom the powers of the authority, whose 
officer he was, are transferred.”’ had no bearing on the case. ™ support 
of the rule it was submitted that rule 21,and not section 120, was the 
operative section. By reason of what was done under the Act of 1902 the 
applicant had suffered a direct loss. Section 21 conferred certain rights 
on the applicant, and the court was bound to modify section 120 in order to 
carry them into effect. 

Tae Cover (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Rivtey, J.; Danurne, J., 
dissenting) discharged the rule. 

Dak.inc, J., thought that the rule should be made absolute, because if 
rule 21 did not apply to the present case then the words after ‘‘ and also”’ 
were useless. _ With regard to the modification of section 120 of the Act of 
1838 by deleting the words ‘‘ to whom the powers of the authority, whose 
officer he was, are transferred ”’ ; here was a case of a man within rule 21, 
and unless section 120 was so modified he would not get any benefit. 
Therefore the modification was necessary. In his opinion Harris was 
entitled to compensation by the London County Council. 

Riptey, J., said he regretted that he differed from Darling, J. The 
employers of Norris were the corporation, not the school board. In his 
opinion the sections referred to dealt only with the case of the transfer of 
powers from one authority to another. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., said the case presented considerable difficulty. 
Tn his opinion the rule must be discharged. He doubted whether Norris 
could be said to have suffered a direct loss. He could not construe the 
words ‘‘necessary modifications ” in section 120 further than to give effect 
to the clear purposes and intention of the Act of 1902. Darling, J., had 
met the difficulty by holding that Norris came within the words of the 
section, but he did not think that officers in the employment of third 
persons were so included.—Counset, Macmorran, K.C., and Ryde; R. C. 
Glen. Soutcrrors, W. A. Blaxland ; Rivington § Son. 


[Reported by Exsxine Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. SOMERSETSHIRE JUSTICES. £z parte JOYCE, Div. Court. 
16th Jan. 


—— Acts —Reronrr BY Renewat Avutnority To QuarTER Sessions 
tHat House Was Nor Requieep—Ricut or CompENsaTING CoMMITTEE 
to Apsovrn Hearne ror Licensee to Constprr His Posrrion—Com- 


PENSATING Commitrre May Hear Evivence as to Facts Disciosep IN 
Report. 


Ex parte NORRIS. Div. Court. 


Tn this case a rule nisi had been obtained calling upon the justices in 
quarter sesions to shew cause why a writ of prohibition should not issue 
to prohibit them from further proceeding to consider the matter of the 
reference to them of an application by William Joyce to the justices of 
the Wincanton division of the county for the renewal to him of the licence 
for the sale of intoxicating liquors on the premises known as the Half 
Moon Inn at Ansford. The justices forming the renewal authority for the 
Wincanton division resolved at their adjourned meeting on the 27th of 
February, 1905, to inquire further into the question of the alleged 
redundancy of public-houses in their district on the ground that in 
certain parishes there were more than one public-house, and in each the 
number of public-houses exceeded one per 300 of population. Among 
the twelve houses which, after investigation, were referred to the justices 
in quarter sessions was the Half Moon. The justices at quarter sessions, 
after hearing evidence, adjourned the consideration of the renewal of the 
licence of the Half Moon in order that the licensee might have an 
opportunity of taking such proceedings as he might be advised. The 
licensee then applied for this rule on the ground that the justices had no 
power when a matter of a renewal was reported to them to decide the 
question except on the evidence as contained in the report, and that in 









coming to their decision they could not take into consideration the preyigg 


history of the house to satisfy themselves whether the report had tg, — 


properly made. 


Lord Auverstong, O©.J., said that the final decision of the matter rea | 























with the compensating authorities. While in his opinion the q 


sessions could not have a sort of preliminary inquiry into the qu» stigg 




















whether or not the report of the licensing committee had been ; 
made, nevertheless if the report was challenged they were entitled pepe j 







the person who had the licensed premises an opportunity of being hemg — 


and of ealling evidence before them, and thus ra’sing all questions of 
merit for consideration. He was clearly of opinion that, assuming proj. 
bition to be the proper remedy in a proper case, and assuming that then 
was a remedy against the licensing justices if they failed to discharge theig 
duty, it would be a very improper exercise of the discretion of the courtty 
take away the power of quarter sessions to give the licensee time to eon. 
sider his position when they only proposed to deal with the report 

to and sent up to them by the licensing justices. Therefore in this cay 
a prohibition ought not in the discretion of the court to issue, and th 
rule would accordingly be discharged with costs. 

Riptrey and Darurne, JJ., concurred. Rule discharged.—Oounsm, 
Garland ; Bodkin and J. B. Williamson. Soxicrrors, Gibson § Weldon, te 
W. Bennett, Wincanton ; Trevor Davies, Yeovil. 

[Reported by Easkixe Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


COAZENS v. SMITH, Div. Court. 13th Jan. 


Licensinc Law—Power or Justices to OrpeR ALTERATIONS IN Licensing 
Premises —Licenstne Act, 1902 (2 Ep. 7, c. 28), s. 11 (4), 

This was an appeal by the justices from an order of the recorder allowing 
an appeal by the licensee of a public-house in Wickham-street, Ports. 
mouth, and raised an interesting question as to the powers of 
justises to order alterations in licensing premises. The recorder 
found the following facts: The present respondent, in accordance 
with a notice served on him, in applying for a renewal, deposited 
with the clerk to the justices a plan of his premises, and the 
justices at the annual licensing meeting, purporting to act under 
section 11 (4) of the Licensing Act, 1902, ordered that with a view to 
confining the sale or consumption of intoxicating liquors to the Wickham. 
street entrance the entrance door in Havant-street should be nailed up, 
and the entrance door to the public bar in the same street should be kept 
locked and not used except for domestic purposes or for delivering 
intoxicating liquor or other goods when necessary, or for the private use 
of the licensee or his household or bond side lodgers. The plan ehewed 
that the premises had bars and bottle and jug departments in two distinet 
parallel streets—Wickham-street and Havant-street. The entrances 
externally were distant from door to door 122 yards in one direction, and 
104 yards in another. Internally the premises were 136 feet long and did 
not exceed 14ft. 3in. in width at the part occupied by the door. The 
recorder quashed the order on the ground that section 11 (4) only gave 
the justices power to order structural alterations, and that while the 
part of the order as to nailing up one door might be within the section, 
the rest of the order was not, and that the latter part of the order was 
ultra vires. With this exception he thought the order reasonable and 
within the justices’ jurisdiction. On behalf of the appellants it was 
contended, firstly, that the order to lock the door was a structural altera- 
tion within the meaning of section 11 (4) of the Act of 1902 ; and, secondly, 
that the justices could make an order for any alteration, whether structural 
or not, in the licensed premises. Counsel cited Bushell v. Hammond (194, 
2 K. B. 363). On behalf of the respondent it was contended the only 
power of the justices was to order structural alterations, and that this was 
not a structural alteration. 

Tae Covrr (Lord A.verstonr, C.J., and Riotey and Daaurye, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal). 

Lord Atversronz, O.J.—I think that to accede to the argument for the 
respondent would fritter away the Act. I think this order was one for 
structural alteration, This was an order to block up a door, and an extrs 
term was imposed that the licensee should keep the extra door closed 
except on certain occasions. It is said for the respondent that the onder 
is divisible, and on the assumption that it was good as regards bl 
up one door, it was bad because that extra term did not involve stru 
alteration but related to the conduct of the business. I think thatthe 
principle involved in Bushell v. Hammond negatives the respondent's col 
tention, and that this is a structural alteration within the meaning of 
section. Thus, speaking for myself, I assent to the respondent’s con 
that section 11 (4) gives to the justices power to order alterations 
are not structural alterations, and I do not think that the salutary pr 
visions of this Act should be construed in a narrow way unless the ee, 
of the Act compels it.—Counset, Avory, K.C., and Giles; Pickford, 
Emanuel, and Brodrick. Soxscrrors, Speechly, Mumford, § Craig, for 
§ Hiscock, Portsmouth ; F. G. Allen, Portsmouth. 

[Reported by ALAN Hoaa, Esq., Basrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
MILLER v. APPLETON. 16th Jan, 
Srecunrative Action—LriAsimiry or Soricriron ror Expenses OF 
WITNESSES, 


It this action Dr, E. A. Miller sought to recover against Mr. Charles 
Frederick Appleton, eolicitor, the sum of six guineas for three days’ 
attendance in the High Court for the purpose of giving evidence in the ea 
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——————— 
judgment, his Honour Judge Rvssext said it was what was known 
Naive action—that was to say, the solicitor undertook to run it 
may plaintiff. The point he had to consider was whether Mr. Appleton 
goed to ru the action free of cost and recoup himself out of any dam- 
that might be recovered ; and, if so, whether he was liable to pay 
p ieead subpeenaed to give evidence. The facts were not in dispute, and 
Wer. admitted that that was the agreement made with Wright, 
"‘Jjaintiff. ‘The only dispute between the solicitor and Dr. Miller was 
that Mr. Appleton said he paid two guineas to the doctor as expenses, but 
the doctor denied this, asserting that the two guineas were for a report 
ghich he supplied. He (the judge) was of the opinion that Dr. 
Miller’s statement in this respect was correct, and the only 
matter he had now to decide was whether the solicitor was 
jiable to bear the cost of the doctor’s attendance at the trial. 
Mr Jeton contended that the doctor could not recover, because 
age) have claimed his expenses before giving evidence. It seemed to 
him from the principles concisely laid down in Chitty on Contracts, 12th 
edition, that it was perfectly clear that a witness could recover his expenses 
from any person who had subpoenaed him, even although he did not ask 
forthem at the time. Mr. Appleton’s interest in the matter was far greater 
than Wright’s [the plaintiff in the action in the High Court]; therefore 
Dr, Miller was subpoenaed more by Mr. Appleton than by Wright. Dr. 
Miller was a professional and skilled witness, called to give evidence on 
matters peculiarly within his own knowledge, and it seemed to him (the 
indge) that such a witness was entitled, not only to his expenses, but also 
toafee for loss of time, He therefore gave judgment for the plaintiff for 
six guineas and costs. Mr. Appleton, in view of the importance of the 
case, asked for leave to appeal, but the judge refused the application.— 

Soucrrors, G. F. Pulleyn (Watkins § Pulleyn) ; Appleton. 













New Orders, &c. 


Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1903. 


Noticeis hereby given that the following draft Rules have been prepared 
under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. Copies may be obtained on 
application to the Lord Chancellor's Office, House of Lords :— 

1, If the Petitioner, or his Solicitor, does not within the time prescribed 
by Rule 27 of the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1903, or within such 
extended time as the Registrar may allow, duly advertise the Vetition in 
the manner prescribed by the said Rule, the appointment of the time and 
place at which the Petition is to be heard, shall be cancelled by the Regis- 
trar, and the Petition shall be removed from the file in the Registrar’s 
Chambers, unless the Judge or the Registrar shall otherwise direct. 

This Rule shall be read as one of the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 
1908, and shall be cited in the body of those Rules as Rule 27a. 

2. The following words shall be added to Rule 170 (2) of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Rules, 1903 :— 

Provided that the Official Receiver, when acting as Liquidator, may, 
without taxation, pay and allow the costs and charges of any other 
person, other than a Solicitor, employed by him, where such costs and 
charges are within the scale usually allowed by the Court and do not 
exceed the sum of £2: provided always that the Board of Trade may 
require such costs or charges to be taxed by the Taxing Officer. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Council of Legal Education. 


The following are the awards of the council upon the recent Hi 
examinations held in the Middle Temple-hall on the 18th, 19th, 20th and 
4st of December. L.I. means Lincoln’s-inn, I.T. Inner Temple, M.T. 
Middle Temple, and G.I. Gray’s-inn :— 


Roman Law. 


Class I—W. J. Bees and R. E. Cornwall, M.T, 

Class II.—Philip Brailsford and R. L, W. Byrde, I.T.; W. G. Camp- 
bell, G.I. ; W. J.S. Carrapiett, LI.; ©. A, Child, M.T.; O. B. Clarke, 
LT. ; J. J. Lambert, M.'l.; R. W. Leach, G.I.; Hugh Makins, LT. ; 
Suraj Narain, L.I.; G. S. Odling-Smee, IT.; William Owen, A. H. 

ter, E. R. Pezzani, Herbert Phillips, and W. J. Ramsey, M.T. ; 
H. D, Samuels, L.I.; W. H. C. Sharp, I.T. 

Class Il1I.—Bernard Alexander — A. B. Ashby, I.T.; 8. C. Bagchi, 
G1; E. L, Barnes, I.T.; R. de B. Beamish and H. 8. Bell, L.I.; F. E. 
Bray and T, G. Brocklebank, I.T.; R. T. Cannot and J. D. Cassels, M.T. ; 
W. K. Chandler, I.T.; T. H. Charles, M.T.; L. A. Che ,1.T.; Moung 
Chit-Moung, M.T.; W. F. Clarke, L.I.; A. G. Corbett, I.T.; Albert 
Crew and W. C. Croasdell, G.I.; E. T. Dale, M.T.; E. V. David and 
8.8, Davis, G.I.; K. K. Deb, L.I.; H. M. Farrer, G. T. FitzGerald, 
Valentine Fleming, and John Flowers, I.T.; J. K. Frost, G.I.; H. E. 
Fulford, Edward Ingham, and M. C. Johannes, L.I.; M. F. M.S. Kittoe, 
M.T.; G. M. K. Leggett and Nissim Lisbona, G.I.; F. 0. Low, 8. P. 
ef and H. D. F. MacGeagh, M.T.; 8. E. Martin, L.I.; Pu Maung, 

‘T.; K. @. Mayhewe, | T.; R, F. McCall, M.T.; H. ©, Meysey- 
frempeon, J. H. Morrell, T. E. Organ, Ooleman Phillipson, and . a 
us, I,T. ; P*: ——— fre Rag rae Ramachender, M.T. ; 
, L.I.; Mian Samiuddin, M.T.; Ma San Wa, A. F. 
Schuster, and W. V. Sherlock, L.I.; A. al M. Sohraworthy, G.I: R. H.R. 
Stewart, I.T, ; F. St, R. Surita and E. F. 0, Swan, L.I.; H. B. Turle and 


W. H. Whitehouse, I.T.; E. M. Winterbotham, L.I.; E. T. 
Woodhead, I.T. 
The numbe examined was 130, of whom 80 passed. Three candidates 
were postponed until the Trinity examination, 1906. 
ConstituTionaAL Law, Eneiisn anp Conontat anp Lecat History. 


Class I.—J. H. Kemp and V. F. Taraporewala, L.I. 

Class 1I.—William Beardmore, M.T.; T. G. Brocklebank, I.T.; F. C. 
Carleton, G.I.; E. T. Chamberlayne, W. K. Chandler, and F. P. 
Croshaw, I.T.; Adolph Davis, M.T.; John Duncan, I.T.; Robert 
Dunstan, G.I. ; H. E. Fulford, L.I.; J. G. Gordon and H. 8. Harris, 
I.T, ; R. E. Laurie, M.T.; W. H. P. Lewis, I.T.; J. E. Melnnes, G.I. ; 
Robert Peel, L. J. A. Pile, and H. B. Warner, LT. 

Class III.—S. C. Bagchi and CO. F. Baker, G.I. ; T. W. N. Barlow, L.T. ; 
E, L. Barnes, C. L. Bennett, C. P. Blackwell, and D. R. Boyd, I.T. ; 
Bartle Bradshaw, L.I.; F. E. Bradshaw, M.T.; J.C. Buchanan, L.I. ; 
F. B. Burchell, L. A. Cherry, and P. A. Currie, L.T.; N. de L. Davis, 
M.T.; T. R. Dhir, G.I.; L. T. Dickinson, F. C. Dietrichsen, Geral 
Dodson, C. D. G. Drayton, and 8. M. Edwards, I.T.; A. W. Elki 
J. E. Eminsang, L.I.; D. O. Evans, G.I.; H. M. Farrer, C. 
and C. G. B. Francis, I.T.; W. M. Graham, L.I. ; F. G. Grant 
Griffin, I.T.; William Griffith, M.T.; F. E. M. Hosein, L.I. ; 
James, G.I.; M. OC. Johannes, L.I.; J. R. Kenyon, I.T.; 8. 
L.I.; J. W. L. Langford-James, G.I. ; 8. C. Leech, L.I.; C. 
LT.; 8S. P. Low, H. D. F. MacGeagh, and J. I. Macpherson, 
P. K. Majumdar, G.I.; R. F. McCall, M.T.; F. M. J. McDonnell 
V. N. Mehta, M.T.; H. C. Meysey-Thompson, [.T,; J. H. Mills 
Arthur Moon, 1.T.; Isaac Nahon, M.T.; M. H. Nawaz, 
Nicholas, R. D. Nolan, and R. de C. Oldfield, I.T.; 8. E. O 
Pace, L.I.; M. K. N. Pillai, 8. A. Rahman, and W. J. 
Robert Rankin, 1.T, ; J. E. Salmon and San Shwe, G.I. ; 
Montefiore, I.T.; A. al M. Sohraworthy, G.1.; A. D. Stoop, 
ine G.I; D. A. L. Uleog and L. P. Walker, M.T. ; 

L.T. ; Guy Wormald, L.I. 

The number examined was 132, of whom 89 passed. 

were postponed until the Trinity examination, 1906. 


Evience, Procepure, aNp Ormonat Law. 


Class I.—J. A. Cherry, G.I.; A. F. A. Cole, L.I.; A. M. Drysdale, 
G.I. ; Herbert du Parcq, M.T.; G. F. Grigs,-L.T. 

Class I1.—W. K. Chandler, I.T.; Hamilton Conacher, M.T.; D. O. 
Evans, G.I.; A. W. Fenton,. M.T.; B. F. Fletcher, I.T.; A. C. Fox- 
Davies, L.I.; J. T. Jenkins, G.I.; G. F. Kingham and J. R. F. Lecky 
M.T. ; 8. C. Leech, W. F. Noyce, and H. V. Phillips, L.I.; 8. A. Rahman. 

.T.; L. W. Ritch and G. T. Simonds, L.I.; Lazarus Tyfield, I T. ; 
. W. J. Urquhart, G.I.; R. W. H. Wilkinson, I.T. ; A. R. Wontner, G.I. 
Class III.—C. T. Agar, L.I.; Mohamed Auzam, M.T.; M. M. Bakht, 
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L.I.; William Beardmore, M.T.; William Berry and Bartle Bradshaw, 
L.I. ; 8. M. Bruce, M.T,; F.. B. Burchell, 1.T.; Moung Chit-Moung, 
M.T. ; André Vipriani, G.I. ; N. H. Clifford-Jones, L.I.; H. D. Cooper 
and A. B. Cox, M.T.; E. R. Crundall and P. A. Currie, I.T, ; 8.8. Davis 
and H. C. De Sanges, G.I.; H. V. B. de Satgé, M.T.; F. C. Dietrichsen, 
I.T.; A. R. V. Dimmer, M.T. ; John Duncan, I T.; W.C. Easton, M.T. ; 

alentine Fleming and J. A. Fowler, I.T.; 8. McG. Grier, G.I.; C. H. 


y. E, B. Jyffé, J. R. Kenyon, and G. H. K. Kingdon, LT. ; 
ishna and F. E, Lam , L.I.; G. D. Luard, L'T.; E. Lunge, 
. T. MacDermot and J. I. Macpherson, M.T.; I. U. Mahli and 
ajumdar, G.I.; A. J. Marais, W. B, Martin, A. M i, and 
[eysey-Thompson, I.T.; Mohamed Moazzam-Ali, L.1.; R. J. J. 
.f.; Arthur Moon, I.'f.; K. L. Makerjee, M.T.; Howell Owen, 
-T. ; Mahesh Parsad, M.'f.; V. R. Pochin, L.f.; J, Poyser and R. V. 
Rhenius, M.T. ; W. J. Sanderson, LT. ; G. C. Sawyerrand A, F. Schuster, 
L.I. ; Kapur Singh, G.I; J. E. Singleton and F. E. Smith, IL.T.; C. G. 
Steel, L.1.; W. Sutherland, F. C. ‘thompson, and P. K. C. Tyau, M.T. ; 
H. F. Wallaceand N. H. P. Whitley, I.T.; M. N. B, Wilson, M.T.; G. 
Wormald, L.I. ; Mohamad Zachariah, M.T. 

Of the 107 examined 89 passed. Two candidates were postponed until 
the Trinity examination, 1906. 

Frvat Examrvation. 

Class I. (in order of merit).—H. G. Mackeurtan, Inner Temple, 
studentship of 100 guineas a year, tenable for threeyears. Certificates 
of Honour.—A. L. Picard and L. T. Ford, L.I.; H. H. Morris, G.L. ; 
L. T. Thorp and J. L. Devaux, L.I.; Bonmanji Jamsetji Wadia, LT. ; 
A. F. Engelbach, M.T. 

Class If. (in order of merit).—-A. Mavrogordato and S. Lowenthal, I.T. ; 
S. E. Pocock, G.I. ; H. G. Barnes, I.T.; M. V. Camacho, M.T. ; J. W. de 
Silva, G.I. ; G. M. Lazarus, I.T., and 8. C. Leech, L.I. equal ; E. 0. Doust- 
Smith, A. U. Fox-Davies, and 8, Melville, L.I.; 8. H. Plummer, M.T.; 
W. Larkins, G.I.; Lord Tiverton, L.T.; A. D. Jaffé, I.T., and Moung 
Moung, L I., equal; P. Lloyd-Graeme, 1.T. ; W. L. Samson, M.T.; 8. G. 
Dunn, L.I.; P. B. Petrides, M.T.; F. J. m-Warbarton, L.I.; 
A. W. Furlong and H. F. 0. Norbury, I.T.; E. Lunge, G.I.; 5. I. J. 
Hyam, M.T.; H. Clover, I.T.; A. 8S. Gaye, L.I.; W. R. Hughes, M.T. ; 
C. Wertheimer, I.T.; M. H. Hasan I.T., and W. B. Odgers, M.T., equal ; 
J. E, O’Connor, M.T. 

Class III.—N. N. Anklesaria and N. lal Basak, G.I. ; A.de B. Brandon 
and W. R. Briggs, M.T.; E. Bruce, G.I.; E. H. H. Carlile and J. Chap- 
man, I T.; E. G. Clark, M.T.; L. V. Cockell, G.I. ; 8. M. Collins, LT. ; 
8. P. Dove, L.I. ; H. C. Fenton, M.T.; O. 8. Fleischmann, P. E. 
and F, J. ©. Ganzoni, I.T.; T. A. Gardner, M.T.; J, D. Gilkison and 
H. ©. Harbord, I.T.; M. A. Haye, M.T.; C. M. Headlam and G. 
Heywood, I.T. ; H. Jones, M.T. ; P. Lee and L. F. I. Loyd, L.T.; EB. 
MacDermot, M.T.; P. K. Majundar, G.I, K.J. C. Moorsom LT, : 
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F. W. Moseley, N. K. Nag, and 8. M. Naim, M.T.; G. N. Richardson, 
I.T.; J. G. Richey and R. A. Robinson, M.T. ; P. E. Sampson, L.I.; A. 
Sanderson and W. J. Sanderson, I.T.; N.C. Sen, G.I. ; W. CO. Sharman, 
L.I. ; J. Stokes, LT. ; R. B. Turner, G.I. ; H. A. A. van Someren, L.I. ; 
C. E. Wade, G. F. Walker, and A. F. Wilding, I.T.; W. H. Wright, G.I. 

Of the 112 examined, 85 passed. One candidate was postponed until the 
Trinity examination, 1906. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatine Socrsty.—Jan. 16.—Mr. E. Foss in the chair. 
—A mock election was held. Mr. F. Stevens, the Conservative candidate, 
was proposed by Mr. P. B. Henderson, and seconded by Mr. H. G. 
Barrett. Mr R. P. Croom-Johnson, the Liberal candidate, was proposed 
by Mr. H. T. Thomson, and seconded by Mr. William Weller. The can- 
didates having delivered addresses, the chairman refused the nomination 
of a Labour candidate. Upon a ballot being taken Mr. Stevens was 
elected by fourteen votes to ten. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Henry Wing. 


A large circle of acquaintance, both professional and otherwise, in the 
Midlands and elsewhere, will have heard with «xtreme regret of the death 
on the 15th inst. of Mr. Henry Wing, of Nottingham, at the age of 
seventy-five. He was born at Newark and was educated at the local 
grammar school, He was articled to the late Mr. Edwin Patchitt, passing 
a portion of his time in the office of Messrs. Taylor & Collisson, of 28, 
Great James-street, Bedford-row, London, and a certain period in the 
chambers of Mr. Pownall, a conveyancing barrister. He was admitted in 
1851 and soon afterwards became managing clerk to the late Mr. Charles 
A. Welby, and later was taken into partnership, the firm being known 
under the style of Welby, Wing, & Welby. Upon the death of Mr. 
Welby, sen., about a quarter of a century ago, the son of that gentleman 
joined the firm, butthe partnership was dissolved in afewyears, and Mr. Wing 
carried on the business on his own account, but afterwards carried on busi- 
ness in conjunction with his son, Mr. Wm. Wing, under the style of Wing & 
Son. Mr. Wing spent the whole of his professional and social life in Notting- 
ham, where he secured the respect and affection of all with whom he came 
in contact, and these were not few in number, having regard to the refer- 
ences made to him from time to time on questions of difficulty and 
delicacy. He was a prominent justice of the peace for the borough for 
many years, and had long passed the chair as president of the Nottingham 
Incorporated Law Society. During his year of office he received the parent 
society of London at a memorable meeting held in Nottingham in the year 
1890, and for eleven years was himself a member of the Council of the Law 
Society, from which position he retired in 1899, to the universal regret of 
his colleagues, by reason of what became a long illness, borne with the 
utmost fortitude and patience. A man of singular charm of manner and rare 
affability, he was, says the Nottingham Evening Post, widely esteemed in 
social circles. In his early days, too, he was much devoted to athletic 
pursuits, and was for some time associated with the old Nautilus Rowing 


Club. 
Mr. G. S. Griffiths. 


Mr. George Summers Griffiths, who was, we believe, the senior member 
of the bar at the Central Criminal Court, and the North London and 
Middlesex Sessions, died last week in his seventy-sixth year. He was 
called to the bar in 1851, having been a pupil of Mr. Serjeant Ballantine, 
and practised on the Oxford Circuit. In consequence of a gun accident 
twenty-five years ago he became blind, but, says the Evening Standard, he 
stuck bravely to his profession, going circuit accompanied by his clerk to 
lead him about until two years ago, and regularly attending the criminal 
courts in London. 








Lord Justice Vaughan Williams announced on Wednesday that Appeal 
Court No. 1 would not sit on Saturday, the 20th inst. 


Replying to the Association of Chambers of Commerce, who asked for 
certain amendments of the bankruptcy law, the Secretary to the Board of 
Trade (Sir Francis Hopwood) says: ‘I have now bad an opportunity of 
discussing the the President of the Board of Trade (Mr. Lloyd-George), 
and he has decided to take the necessary steps to secure the appointment 
of a departmental committee, which will be charged with the duty of 
making inquiry into the matters to which the associated chambers pro- 
perly attach considerable importance, and also into several other points 
affecting bankruptcy law, which the Board of Trade feel are worthy of 
consideration.” Mr. Chamberlain’s Bankruptcy Act failed in regard to 
the discharge of the bankrupt. Tlere are over 70,000 undischarged bank- 
rupts in the country, and the number is increasing every year. The Act 


S| 
Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. W. Beprorp Graster, of 47, Essex-street, Strand, solicitor, hag he, 
a a Commissioner of the Supreme Court of Victoria to tah 
Affidavits, 

Mr. L. A. Arneriey-Jones, K.C., has been appointed Reconle q 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, in the place of Sir William Robson, K C., reigned 
on accepting the office of Solicitor-General. 

Mr. Atprep Wit11aM Rownpen, K.C., has been elected a Bencher oft, 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Fudge 
Whitehorne, K.C, 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


James Horatio Mocoripce and Hersert Moceriner, soliciton 
(Moggridge & Son), 17, John-street, Bedford-row, London, W.0,, ag 
Acton. Jan. 11. Such business will be carried on in future by themig 
James Horatio Moggridge. [ Gazette, Jan 12, 


Treopnitts Mavrice Reep, Witt1am Tromas Baker, and Eaym 
LancrLot Henry Reep, of Bridgwater, and Cuarirs Pearp Oxarxe, of 
Taunton, solicitors (Reed & Co.), Bridgwater, Taunton, Burnham, a 
Street. Dec. 31. 


Joun Neve, Epwarp Turton Cresswett, and Aran Bertram Hayangy- 
Srarrow, solicitors (Neve, Cresswell, & Sparrow), Wolverhampton. De, 
31. So far as regards Alan Bertram Hanbury-Sparrow. 

Atrrep Cotter and Tuomas Carver, jun., solicitors (Collier & Carver) 
Manchester. Dec. 30. The said Thomas Carver, jun., retiring therefrom: 
the business will be continued by the said Alfred Collier under the styl 
of Collier & Co. [ Gazette, Jan. 16, 





General. 


The courthouse at Loughglynn, a village near Castlerea, co. Roscommon, 
being in an unfit condition, in the opinion of the manistrates, they 
refused to sit in it, says the Evening Standard, and held the petty sessions 
under the trees outside the buildmg. The windows of the courthouse 
are broken, part of the roof has fallen in, and one part of the building is 
used as a cement store. 

On the 12th inst. William George Davies, a solicitor, practising in 
Greenwich and Woolwich, pleaded ‘‘ Guilty ’’ to unlawfully converting to 
his own use a cheque for £50 with which he had been entrusted by Em 
Emily Hale for safe custody, and to unlawfully converting to his own uw 
a cheque for £10 which he had received on account of Thomas Ryan. He 
was sentenced to three years’ penal servitude. 


W. M. Harding asked, says the Central Law Journal, for a divorce from 
Ina M. Harding for several reasons, one of which was his wife had a habit 
of searching his pockets after he fell asleep. When the evidence was 
complete Judge Slover said: ‘‘I want it distinctly understood that I am 
not granting this divorce because the wife went into the husband's 


pockets. I shall do nothing to interfere with that ancient privilege of the 
fair sex. A wife has the right todo that. I grant the divorce for other 
reasons.”” 


The current issue of the Law Quarterly Review contains an article y 
Sir Howard Elphinstone on the report of the special committee appointed 
by the Council of the Law Society with regard to officialism. The article 
(which we hope to notice hereafter) concludes by saying: ‘‘ I feel that the 
committee deserve thanks not only from the profession, but from the 
country, for the labour and skill that they gave to the report, and thet 
their conclusions, whether we agree with them or not, deserve to be mott 
carefully considered.’ 


Mr. Adrian, the legal adviser of the Local Government Board, on Mon 
day, says the Zimes, continued his third day’s evidence in the inquiry into 
the Poor Law at the Foreign Office. His cross-examination was concluded. 
Lord George Hamilton was in the chair. It is understood that when the 
less technical evidence is reached some indication may be given of its 

in the official statement made in the Press after each meeting. For the 
present no indication has been practicable. ‘The commissioners meet agai 
on Monday and Tuesday next. 

The recent codification of German civil law and the prospective revision 
of the French Civil Code have naturally, says the Law Quarterly Revia, 
bespoken much of the attention of those who are interested in the 
comparative study of legislation. Similar work is going on elsewhere, not 
less efficiently because more quietly. For some years the Civil Code of the 
Netherlands—founded, as we may presume t&at most of our readers know, 
on the Code Napoléon—has been under a systematic process of redrafting. 
Its i‘rench origi has not prevented the learned persons in charge from 
keeping an eye on German legislation with a view to adopting ay 





provides that a bankrupt should undergo a public examination as to | 
the state of his affairs, but there is no provision for bringing the bank- | 
ruptcy toa termination. The chambers of commerce propose that within 
six months after the bankruptcy examination the official receiver should 
present a report upon the conduct of the debtor and upon bankruptcy 
aT and then the court could give a discharge or impore penalties | 
where the defendant had been guilty of offences under the Bankruptcy | 


or Debtors Acts. 





improvements it might suggest. The procedure is careful and busines 
like; the draft brought before the Legislature by the Minister of Justice 
is founded on a report of the Raad van State (Conseil a’Etat—there is 
nothing very like this body in England), which is not necessarily 4 
document, but is generally communicated if asked for. This is without 
gevacier to further consideration by a select committee at a later ~ 
8 have before us a specimen of the work already done on the title of 

code dealing with evidence and prescription, and we hope to report further 
when the project approaches completion. 
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———— 
gir Robert Anderson, K.O.B., was, says the Daily Mail, the chief speaker 
at a meeting of the Union Society of London on the subject of habitual 
criminals. Society, said Sir Robert, punishes the crime, and not the 
. He would divide the habitual criminals into two classes—the weak 
and the wicked. He strongly disagreed with the Lombroso theories about 
peculiarly -shaped heads, &c., and related how Max Nordau visited him and 
savanced his belief in those theories. Sir Robert shewed him two faces, 
him that one was that of the greatest criminal of the age, the other 
most distinguished man in this country; but Nordau would not say 
which was which. Perhaps silence was best, for the former was that of 
the man who stole the Gainsborough picture, while the other was the Arch- 
bithop of Canterbury. : 

With the single exception of the Italians, says the Evening Standard, the 
American people are the most homicidal nation in the civilized world. In 
fact, they are running neck and neck with Italy with respect to the ratio 
of violent crimes resulting in death. In the latter coun the homicides 
number 105 per million of inhabitants per year ; in the United States last 
year the ratio was 115 per million. A comparison with the criminal 
statistics of other leading nations will serve to emphasize their significance. 
Thus the annual average ratio of homicides to population is 13 per million 
in Germany, 19 per million in France, and 27 per million in the United 
Kingdom. Rateably, therefore, murder and manslaughter are four times 
as frequent in the United States as in England, Scotland, and Wales, and 
nine times as frequent as in Germany. 


The following are stated to be the circuits chosen by the judges for the 
coming summer assizes : Western Circuit, the Lord Chief Justice and 
Mr, Justice A. T. Lawrence ; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham 
and Mr. Justice Sutton ; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Lawrence and Mr. 
Justice Bigham ; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice Darling and Mr. Justice 
Walton ; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Kennedy and Mr. Justice Bray : 
South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley and Mr. Justice Bucknill ; 
North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Channell; South Wales Circuit, Mr. 
Justice Jelf. Mr. Justice Phillimore will remain in London during the 
circuits. The following commission days have been fixed for the North- 
Eastern Circuit by Bigham, J., and Walton, J.: Newcastle, Saturday, 
February 24; Durham, Monday, March 5; York, Monday, March 12; and 
Leeds, Saturday, March 17. 








Fixep Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
ona new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures. 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. ] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reaistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 











Date. Emernceycy <Appgzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
3 TA. No. 2. Kexkewica. FaRrwe.t. 
Monday, Jan. ............22 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. } Mr. King 
IIE” wsshccaseenpoovein 23 Theed Pemberton . Leach Farmer 
. Greswell Jackson Theed King 
Church Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Farmer Jackson Theed King 
King Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buceey. Joyor. Swinrey Eapy. Wagrineron. 
Monday, Jan +22 Mr, Beal Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday a Carrington Greswell Godfrey Jackson 
J py Beal Church R. Leach Carrington 
Th se 5 Carrington Greswell Godfrey Beal 
26 Beal © Church R. Leach Godfrey 
a Carrington Greswell Godfrey R. Leach 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1906. 
(Continued from p. 176.) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 

(Final List.) 

1905. 

In the Matter of the Devonport Corpn Water Act, 1902, and In the 
Matter of an Arbitration between The Devonport Water Co and the 
Mayor, &c, of Devonport appl of the Devonport Water Co from 
udgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Jan 24, 1905 (special case, part 
eard, remitted to abitration) Feb 1 

In re an Arbitration between the Devonport Water Co and the Devonport 
Corpn appl of the Devonport Corpn from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated Jan 24, 1905 (special case) part heard Feb 2 

Ruffle v Whiffin and ors appl of plttf from orderof Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Jan 21, 1905, without a jury, Ipswich Feb 2 

The Southern Coat Oo of New South Wales ld v G@ 8 Yuill &Oold appl 
of defts from judgment of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 31, 1905, 
Without a jury, Middlesex Feb 7 

v Waring & Gillow ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 





Darling, dated Feb 1, 1905, with a special jury, Middlesex, and cross- 
notice by pltff, dated March 24,1905 Feb 16 

Foster v The Urban District Council of Warblington appl of dfts from 
judgt a Justice Walton, dated Jan 23, 1905, withouta jury, Middle- 
sex Feb 24 

Lancaster & Cunningham 1d v Bloomer and ors appl of defts from judgt 
. a Justice Darling, dated Feb 16, 1905, with a special jury, Middlesex 

eb 25 

Greaves v Curtis, Gardner, & Co and ors appl of defts Henderson, 
Murray, & Co and Shepherd from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated Feb 23, 1905, with a special jury, Middlesex March 7 

Simpson City Assets Co ld (and Quinlan liquidator of the said Co) v Griffin 
appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated March 9, 1905, with a 
common jury, Middlesex March 17 

Spilsbury v Ward and Lennon appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated March 9, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex March 17 

Waite v Jennings appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
March 18, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex March 23 

Palethorpe v The Home Brewery Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated March 1, 1905, Middlesex March 27 

Stuckey v Hooke appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated March 20, 1905, without.a jury, Middlesex March 30 

Geary, Walker, & Co id v Walter Lawrence & Son appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 28, 1905, without a jury, 
Middlesex April 6 

Hickingbottom v O’Gram appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 30, 1905, without a jury, Leeds April 7 

Rumboll v Bunting appl of plttf from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 11, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex April 12 

The Agricultural Holdings, England, Acts, 1883 to 1900 In the Matter 
of an Arbitration between Jobn Smith (Tenant) and the Duke of Devon- 
shire (Landlord) appl of J Smith from judgt of His Honour the Judge of 
the Court of Middlesex, Brentford, dated = 7, 1905 April14 

Weeks v Weeks appl of pltff from judgt of Justice Lawrance, dated 
Feb 22, 1905, without a jury, Bristol Apel 17 

Guardians, &c, of Southwark Union v Guardians, &c., of the City of 
London appl of The Southwark Guardians from judgt of The Lord 
—- Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated April 12, 1905 
April 19 

London and North Western Ry Co v Jones appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Walton, dated Dec 20, 1904, withouta jury, Chester April 26 

Lumsden v The Shipcote Land Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice sm dated March 2, 1905, with a special jury, Newcastle on 
Tyne ay 1 

Woolwich Union (Applts) v Fulham Guardians (Respte) appl of applts 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, 
dated April 13, 1905 y 3 

Carlton (trading as E Carlton & Co) v The Camberwell Palace of Varieties 
appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated May 2, 1905, 
without a jury, Middlesex May 16 

Tewson and ors v Dainty appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated May 13, 1902, without a jary, Middiesex May 20 

Weiner v Smith and anr Same v Gill and ors appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bray, dated April 19, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 
May 23 

Tn re an Arbitration between the Council of the Administrative County of 
Durham and the Mayor, &c, of the County Borough of West Hartlepool 
appl of the Mayor, &c, of West Hartlepool from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated May 10, 1905 (special case), and cross-notice by County 
of Durham, dated June 3, 1905 May 24 

The King on the relation of William James (Applicant) v J B Melladew 
(Respt) appl of applicant from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 15, 1905 May 24 

Clark v The London General Omnibus Cold appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Darling, dated May 11, 1905, with a common jury, Middlesex 
May 29 

Farringdon Works, &c, Cold v Kelly appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channel], dated May 17, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 


May 30 

Felton v Wharrie appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
May 29, 1905, jury discharged, Middlesex (security ordered) June 1 

_ ’s Bank v Medway (Upper) Navigation Co appl of defts from jadgt 
: Mr Justice Cbannell, dated May 19, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 

une 3 

Lewis v Baker appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated May 23, 
1905, without a jury, London June 6 

In re Hulbert Aldridge, gentleman, solr, &c (expte G Beswick-Darley) 
eppl = G Beswick-Darley from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated June 5, 
1905 June 7 

Swanley Coal Co v Denton len ee appl of clmt from judgt of 
Se seed ae Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 31, 

5 June 

Brinsmead & Goddard v Ellis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, 
dated May 17, 1905, without a og Siddloons’ June 7 

Cowley v Whittome appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
May 30, 1905, with a common jury, Middlesex June 8 

Grunnell v Welch appl of pitff trom judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 26, 1905 June 8 

Everall v Brown appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated 22, 1905 June 9 

Key v Meath Rural District Council ap of defts from judgt of the Lord 
: ef a and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 24, 1905 

une 
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Walker (widow) v Smith and anr appl of defts from judgt of The Lord 
Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 26, 1905 
June 14 

Capel & Co v A E Cave (a married woman) W F Cave, clmt appl of pltffs 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, 
dated May 30,1905 June 14 

Devonald v Rosser & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, 
dated June 6, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex June 15 

The Temperley Steam Shipping Co v Smales, Eeles, & Co and ors appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated April 10, 1905 (Com- 
mercial List) June 15 

T W Davies (Trustee in Bankruptcy of the Estate of W Watson, a Bank- 
rupt) v Petrie (widow) appl of deft from judgt of The 
Lord Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridiey, dated June 8, 
1905 June 17 

Vernon’s Patent Horse Shoe Co 1d v Macdonald app! of pltffs from judgt 
of Mr Justice Jelf, dated May 26, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 
(security ordered) June 19 

Kershaw v Evans and anr appl of defts from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 30, 1905 June 20 

Griffin & Sons 1d v Vautin & Joll appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated May 31, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex (security 
ordered) June 28 

Lowe v Dorling & Son appl of defts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated June 20,1905 July 4 

Sheppard v Bond appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated March 21, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) July 5 

Phoenix Assce Cold vSpooner appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated June 3, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 

The British and South American Steam Navigation Co ld v The British 
and Foreign Marine Insce Co 1d appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated March 28, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex July 6 

Bond and ors v The Federal Steam Navigation Co ld _ appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated April 13, 1905, without a jury, 
Middlesex July 13 

Callow v Weaver appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, 
dated May 25,1905 July 18 

Fieldings v McCullock and Wife appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated June 3, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex July 18 

The Wardens and Commonalty of the Mystery of Goldsmiths of the City 
of London v William Wyatt appl of pltffis from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated July 6, 1905 July 18 

Hecht and anr v The Egyptian and Soudan Agency 1d appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated June 29, 1905, without a jury, 
Middlesex July 21 

Kemp v Baersehnau appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated July 14, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex July 24 

Gray v The Oxford 1d_ appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated July 14, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex July 25 


North London Ry Co v London and India DocksCo appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Walton, dated July 11, 1905, without a jury, 
Middlesex July 27 

The London and Westminster Bank ld v H. Stevens & Co and Moise de 
Castro appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated July 8 
1905, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) July 28 

J Lang vG E Heyl-Dia appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated July 7, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex July 28 

North-Eastern 1004 Steamship Assce Assoc v The Red S Steamship Co 1d 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated July 1, 1905, 
without a jury, Middlesex July 29 

Bede Steam Shipping Co v The River Wear Commissioners appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated July 18, 1905, without a jury, 
Durham July 29 

Edwards v The London, Edinburgh, and Glasgow Agsce Co ld appl of 
er from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated May 8, 1905, jury 

ischarged, Middlesex Aug 1 

Wild v The English Sewing Cotton Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, dated July 19, 1905, jury discharged, Salford Aug 1 

Waters (trading as F S Waters & Co) v Gallagher & Co appl of pltff from 
judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated July 21, 1905, Middlesex Aug 2 

Bridget Garry (Wife of Thomas Gerald Garry) v Slatter appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated July 22,1905 Aug 5 

Ross v Ellis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, dated 
Aug 2,1905 Aug10 

May and anr v Eiloart appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated July 29, 1905, Middlesex Aug 12 

Sales Co ld v David Jones & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
A T Lawrence, dated Aug 10, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 15 

Aurtin Friars 8S Cold (applicants) v Strack and 18 ors (respts) appl of 
applicants from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 29, 
1905 Augi7 Same v Strack appl of applicants from judgt of Justices 
Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 29, 1905 Aug 17 

The Urban District Council of Wood Green (applicants) v Louis Joseph 
(respt) appl of applicants from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Lawrance and Ridley, dated Aug 3, 1905 Aug 22 

Mason ld v Lovatt appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Lawrance and Ridley, dated Aug 10,1905 Aug 22 

Bagley v Smith app) of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
Aug 11, 1905, withouta jury, Leeds Aug 23 

Payton and anrv Clarke and anr appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wills, dated Aug 11, 1905, without a jury, Birmingham Sept 2 


appl of defts The Midland Ry of Western Australia ld from judgtaty 
Justice Darling, dated Aug 10, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 

Moram, Galloway, & Co v Uzielli and ors appl of pltffs from 4 
Mr Justice Walton, without a jury, Middlesex Sept 11 

Witham & Co ld v Hughes appl of deft from order of Mr Tustion 4 7 
Lawrence in Chambers, dated Bept 5, 1905 Sept 11 

French v Howie and Wife appl of deft W J Howie from order of 





Sept 26 

Aktiebolaget and ors v Ritson &Oo appl of pltffs from judgt fy 
Justice Bray, dated Aug 3, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Octij 

Noirit v Moore appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated Any 
7, 1905, without a jury, Birmingham Oct 15 ; 

Viscount Boyne v Harper appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jel, 
dated July 19, 1905, without a jury, Durham Oct 19 

The Mayor, &c., of the Borough of Wednesbury v The Lodge Hak 
Colliery Coal ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, data 
May 30, 1905, jury discharged, Birmingham Oct 21 

Cheshire v Price and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Darling 
dated July 28, 1905, without a jury, Birmingham Oct 23 

Dowsett v Ramuz appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimor, 
dated Aug 8, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 1 

Kearns v Brown appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated No 
1905, with a common jury, Middlesex Nov 9 

West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board v Rebinson Bros appl of dety 
from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills aud Darling 
dated Nov 3, 1905 Nov 14 

The China Mutual Steam Navigation Co ld v Van Laun & Co ‘applof 
a judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, without a jury, Middlesr, 
Nov 14 

Abyssinian Exploration Parent Cold v Evans appl of pltffs from judgto 
Mr Justice Darling, dated Nov 4, 1905, without a jury, Middlesr 
Nov 20 

Wiltshire v Telfer appl of deft from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice ani 
Justices Wills and Darling, dated Oct 30,1905 Nov 21 

Gibbon and ors v Payne and ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 

AT Lawrence, dated Nov 10, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Nov} 

Thomas Smailes & Son v Hans Dessen & Co appl of deft from judgt of 

Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 2, 1905, without a jury, Middleser 

Nov 27 

Gardner v Youltern appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated 

Nov 25, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 5 

J &C G Bolinder’s Mekaniska Verkstads Aktiebclag v The Putna Forests 

and Saw Mills Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Channel, 

dated Nov 9, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 6 

Seal v Hoffman appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington, dated 

Nov 24, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 7 

Kunisch v Gordan appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington, 

dated Nov 24, 1905 Dec 8 

(Zo be continued.) 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale, 

Reversions, Lire Interest, Annuity, Lire Poxicizs, anp SHARES. 
Messrs. H. E. Fostex & Cranrierp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 808), at the 
Mart, Tokenbouse-yard, E C., on Thursdey last, when the following lots were sold at 
prices named, the total amount realized being £11,093 2s. 6d. : 


= 


ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS: £ad 
To £3 600, also to about £400 oe on . Bold 1,310 0 0 
To £800 ... oon pes = cae ae on we ie Ode 340 0 0 
To £1,044 .. cee ove ooo ooo on and one oe +8 252 10 0 
To £2,560... one oes eco eee on one one ite » 18% 00 
To £1,662 eve eos aaa ese ese pe: ida = “ 675 0 0 
LIFE INTEREST in £390 7s. 2d. per annum 2,200 0 0 
ANNUITY of £50. .. a » 000 
POLICIES of ASSURANCE: 
For £2,000 sods | tae, C ee eee 
For £1,000 ove o6s ove ove ooo ae “ ~. » eee 
UIT 55" ia ay Tied’ ek 0 eee ap: eg 
SHARES: 
Cavendish Mortgage Company ... 9» sn ves wes oy, (ss LC 
Freehold and Leasehold Investment Company .. ‘ise a 226 17 6 
Prudential Mortgage Company... ...  ... vse ves gyi AT WO 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan, 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirrp xn CHANCERY. 


Anoio-American Bank, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars oftheir debts or claims, to Harold 

Edmund Barham, College hill chmbrs, hill 

E Burwitr & Co, Limitrep (1x Liquipatiow)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 

15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

John J B Arter, Norwich Union chambere, Edmund st, Birmingham fe 

“ Everstey” Sreamsnir Co, Loutrep; “ Lovaing” Sredmsarr Co, Limited; TawBa- 

coxa” Srgamsnip Co, Limrrzp —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 10, to 

their pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

Scholefield, 17, Sandhill, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Hopson & Co, Limirep—Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to rend their nemes 

ond addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Hodson, Stanley 

Grange, Hoghton, nr Preston. Field & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

New Export Iscanpescent Licutine Co, Limirep—Petn for pa rane up, presented 

10, directed to be heard Jan 28 Lovell’ & White, Snow hill, solors for petners. Nati 





Steevens v The Midland Ry of Western Australia ld and William Trotter 


Fd sppepring must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
an 


le 4 
5 3g 
‘2 xv 7 










Lord Chief Justice and Justices Kennedy and Jelf, dated June 2, = : 
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New eats 
‘ConcanTRaTion Sy eae, Lontep—Creditors 
oa their names 
solors for li 


their names 3, and the 
: to aor Medd, 49, Finsbury pymt 


Sysprcats, Lamtrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 26, to send | New Z F gs Synpicate, Linrrsp 
New Moros and addresses, and and the particulars of chair Gebés or claims, to Hear} Bacoa, Feb a to ond nae me ° 


are required, on or before Feb 24, to 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their ogy of ag me | . Walter | 
and Arthur Stanley Elmore, 4, Broad st pl. Ingle & Co, Broad 


Parext AUTOMATIC Betis Sywpicats, Liurrzo—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
and addresses, and pastiouiase of thelr Gehts ox diaima, to 


Rocupanz Distaior Co-orrRative Corn Mixx Socrery, ene fo et are required, 


pa Pepe ce pe wwe ot tue Rabid dean oe 


their names and 
Se a. a hue On Gooden at 
Sen Lp Re ap | , on on a Dates Bie Oe. & ouek 
debts or claims, to 

Webster & Styring, Me 


to W: 
solors for li 
Pearcy Hii. 
st House, | their names and address2s oak peetisiens at 
Webster, G Goldsmith chmbrs, 4, York st, Sheffield 


8 oe Sue.tixe Co, Luarep—Petn for winding up, g up, presented Jan 11, ee to be 
heard Jan 30. Arber & Lewis, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for petuer. Notice of ees 
ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 29 


must 

before Feb 26, to send their names and the particulars of their debts Tuaner & Co (Caarronp Mitts), Limtrep (1 Liguipation) —Creditors are required, on or 

or cams to A Stansfield Corn Mill, Weir ot; Hochdsles Standring & Co, Rochdale, | _ before Feb 12, to send their names and aed the of their debts or 

solors for liquidators | claims, to Herbert James Green, The Godden & Co, Old Jewry, 
fumvevson & Co, Liurrep (1x eT a ee are required, on or before Feb | _solors to liquidators 


to send their names and ad 
Id Barclay Peat, 3, Lothbury 


Wiliam 
“ ena” Steamsutp Co, Limirep —Creilitors are required, on or before Feb 10, to 
poor ee their debts or claims, to Arthur betere March I, to sem 


7, Sandhill, Newcastle upon 
UNLIMITED IN  Onaxceny, 


send their names and addresses, and the 
Scholefield, 17 


Faexps ory Lasour Loan Someee —Peta for winding “ke 
heard Jan 23. ‘or petars. 


Hellyar & Co, Finsbury pvmt, solar 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 


London Gazette.—Turspay, oa 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luarep ix CHANCERY. 


: 


i 


Grimes, 2, Narrow Wine st, — 
vo & Co, Linrrep —Credit 


A 





FH 


, 79}, Gracechurch st 


Bankruptcy. Notices. 


London Gaszette.—Fripay, Jan. 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axvrrson, Witt1am James, Fillongl nr Coven 
Physician Coventry Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 ™» 
a! see. Fann st, Aldersgate st, Builder High 
Asutox, B, Essex rd, on Fruiterer High Court 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Jan : ” 
Banks, Eu1zaBeTH, Lode Leeds PetJan8 Ord Jan8 
Banouay, \ ae = oe ys Park, Grocer High Court 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 1 
Bons ~~ Wimple Devon, Cattle Dealer Exeter 
an 
Bayax, Timorsy Castiey, Hurrogate, York, Wholesale 
Jeweller York Pet Dec 18 Ord Jan8 aM 
Ciourrs, Gronce Wit11am, Tufnell Park rd, Clerk High 
Court Pet Jan8 OrdJan& 
Cope renee Ennest, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Jané Ord 


cot tl fate Sou'ham m, Farmer Salisbury 
et Dec 14 Y Ord Jan - 


ae. ote Loose, Kent, Farmer Maidstone Pet Dec 

. 29 Ora Jan 10 a 

RUSSELL, Heesert Exnest, Kingston u’ pay Labourer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 1 

Datey, Tuous Cuasies, Old Basford, Notts, Tram 
Conductor Nottingham Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

bom, Joux, Aberystwyth, Grocer ney sca 


anl0 Ord Jan 10 
Douwsox, Hewry _—— Wolverham 5 by 

Manufacturer Yan t 9 ora, Tans 9 
Pet Jan 9 OrdJan9 


Wolverhampton 
Doscax, Gronce, Leeds Leeds 

Fisage, CLEMENT aaat, Lincoln, Mercer, Lincoln Pet 
Jan 10 Ord Jan 1 


ay Joux, Horwich, Lancs, Builder Bolton Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan 9 
, Micnagt, —. ned Tailor Burton on 
Pet Jan9 Ord 


Hawt, Sauven, year] 
3 ‘Radand on oo. “Jobbing Gardener Bangor 
EST Winuas , Boas, Portsmouth, Dealer 
‘a Photoeraphic Mat th Pet Jan 10 


mers, ae ARTHUR, we Nottingham Pet Jan 9 


Buy Fass bry ea y » Bussex, Farmer Brighton Pet 


Hutox, Joux, Irlam i 
Pergac we = Lames, Travelling Draper Salford 
or — uous, Cheltenham, Butcher Cheltenham Pet 
Jones, Jonx, 

_ ey} Glam, Colliery Tipper Cardiff Pet 


Kmout, Wituam, N 
ims 8 Ord Jans cettinghom, Tailor Nottingham Pet 
ILLIaAM James, Portsea, > arate Poulterer 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan : 
Mansuatt, Eesest Auzent Epw ~~ ._on Yorks, 
irer Barnsley PetJan9 Ord Jan9 
ng aaa Witttam, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 10 


H, Latimer rd, Ni 
mi Dir 20 On rd N otting Hill, Builder High Court 
NGALE, ALFRED — Wallington, 
Adve ment Canvasser Croydon Pet Dec 13 3 Odd 





Puan, Aurrep Enryest, Southend, Essex, Licensed 
iotualler High Court ’ Pet Dec 1 ‘Ord Jan 10 
acre x Faasue, Bexhill on Sea Sea Hastings Pet 


Taos, Button Coldfield, Warwick, Mineral Water 
tenn mcturer | Birmingham’ Pet Jan Ord Jan 9 
Wells’ Pet Dec rh =) pee ury, Somerset, Draper 


Bavypensox, hinaen Sneinton 
Notting? Pot at Olde pagan, Falesman 


he particulars of f their debts and claims, to | 


, presented Jan 9, directed to be 


2 Manvractuaine Co, Liurrep—Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 28, 
their names and addresses, and apa, Besta, of their an Beng or claims, to 


and addresses, and t the padiodinan ¢ of their yr or claims, to 





Untomtep 1x CHANCERY. 

| Mussecsuren Consunscaves an Buoseniae St See gen | nee are , on or 
t 2 of debts or 

claims, to Leonard Schlesinger, fie Conebill & Co, solors for 

liquidators 








Notice of 4, pearing 
of Jan “ 


Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasetie.—Turspay, Jan. 16. 
Bares, Exiza, Derby Feb13 Allen v Allen, Farwell and Swinfen Eady, JJ Woolley, 
or betore Feb 24, to Der 


to send their 
to Thomas de Vear | Bonney, Ses ra a an me Carshalton, apes, Somes, ns Engineer Feb 17 Wells v Binney, 











8 J , Wi ton, Lancs, Wheelwright , Isc. Farniture Remover Jan 23 
AY Folio. ‘Pur tan Oecd dan 8 ees 1”“Of ee St Marys chan chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 


ow ~~ Azgrave, York, Grocer York Pet Jan 9 Ord | | Suma, Tuomas, W 
jan 9 Victualler "Jan 23 at it Ree, 199, Wacamnten 

PE Heaesrrt Buaxp, Bolton, Joiner Bolton Pet | st, Dudley 
oy myn Hewey, Kingston upon Hull, Printer 


Jan8 Ord Jan8 
Sumygr, WituiAmM THomAs <a Kent, Schoolmaster atll Off Reo, Trinity House In, Hull 

Rochester Pet Jan9 Ord Jan . Joyce, Horace Wiii1am, Hereford, Hop Factor Jan 24 

| Taytos, Samugt, Andover, Hants, Grocer’s Traveller at i 

Salisbury Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 Kyicutoys, ALBEsr, Med yg Cycle Jom Jan 
Tyter, WALTER, Boot Factor Birmingham 2 at3 North Stafford 

Pet Jan 4 ‘Ord Jan ates, Wituiam Henry, Headingley, in Builder's 
Watsuaw, Groner, Heckmondwike, York, Wool Merchant Jan 22 at in Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
w Dews Be Pet Jan 10 ( Ord Jan 10 Hants, Builders eS Sa Taoner Jan 22 at 2.30 

HITEMORE AUNTLETT, Li } rs, row, 

Portsmouth Pet Jan9 5 pao Ng ae Plamber Jan 20 at 11 
Witxuws, Jounx Danitt, ,petsent Aberdare, Builder | Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Ni 

Aberdare Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 Gunn, ima a Soe, Kews, | Kent, Jan 23 


at11.30 182, York 


Ash, Glam, Clothier Aberdare 
he 3 Astaus, York, ae iene Jan 2% at 
House, Duacombe pl, York 


Wastes, * Davin, 5 
29 Ord Jan 9 


Off Rec, 


‘uma r Cwmaman, gp Jeweller Aberdare | 

Pet Nov 28 Ord Jan 9 P aaa ‘ae ge arer Jan 24 atll 
Witsox, WILtiam port, eshire, ‘ourneyman | 

Butcher Stockport Pet Jan 9 On Jan9 | | Svopas, J; 1 Liver aly Plot Jan 23at 11 Off Reo, 35, 


Woop, Joun Kissy, Grosmont, York, Plasterer Btockton | 
on Tees Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 


Rochdale, Outfitter Jan 22 
Weasapecen, Tuomas Turner, Manchester, Commission at 11.15 reer Guan 
Agent Preston 


Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 Taree, Soe, ———, be meg So Traveller Jan 
FIRST MEETINGS. | Taree, Ja Neweastie om ‘Tyne, Fish Merchant Jan 2 


AsHFoRD, force, vere s yy st, Builder Jan 23 at 11.30 Ree, 30, Mow Newcastle on 
at 12 oe See | Warts, Axtaony Towarp, 
ASHTON Pg ah Is gio, Fraitee Jan 23 at 11 Jan 2 at ll Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
oten ie 
Banks, Evizasetu, House Keeper Jan22 Warex, — Epxcyp, Gillingham, Kent, Builder Jan 
at ll Off Reo, 22, Park row pts | 2@at 12 115; High st, Rochester 
Bagrett, (454 ’ Somerset, ADJUDICATIONS. 
a its tails yeb1 | Beotd Ord Jan 10 oe a4 
Bi ,W. 1 
re ts ee 
Boma wh Gateshead, a b pas Jan 20 at oe Ord Jan 9 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley ewcastle on Tyne aNKs, ELIZABE House Keeper Leeds 
besdaunis AtrazpD Wi..iam, Gravesend, Kent, Jeweller Ord Jan 8 


Jan Bot 11.45 115, High st, 
Bounps, Gzorcs Moss, Ludiow, Salop Jan 2% at 10 4, 
sq, Leominster 


Bo Doses Staffs, Tobacconist Jan 22 at 
“230 N orth Buford Hotel, Stoke upon Treat | 


Bayay, savae CasTLEr, i 
Bs Timotay 
Jan %at3 Off Rec, The couse, Duncombe pl, , i - “$c ys 


Durham, Grocer J atll.45 Caxezsmax, Prison, 
Cange, cone, Geet, Dee a jan 20 am eee es 
Case, Benen, —— ary. Sa, nea Jan 22 at 12 _ Crourre, Gronox Wittiax, Tufnell Park rd, Clerk High 


Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 
Wak ange oo ‘Chadwell St Mary, Eesex, Corus, Faaxcrs Bawest, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Jan 6 
Victualler Jan 22 at 3 14, a | Ord Jan 6 
me 2 Joun Newror, 


Stoke Trister, "Somerset, Farmer | Crusseit, Heapert Easzst, Kingston Hull, 
23 at 2.30 Of Ree, City chmbrs, Catherine st, | inn ve Pet Jan 10 ‘Grd Jan 10 
Cuaa.es, Old 


Salisbury Datey, 
Courts, Geosos Witis4x, Tufnell Park'rd, Clerk Jan2%3 | Conductor Ni For dani Ord dan 10 


| Down: 
Coox, Cu. 7 pton, Farmer Jan 23 | Dec 20 

at 215 Off Ree, City chmbre, Catherine st, Salisbury | D 
a ys 3 elo 
Duncan, Groncr, Leeds Jan 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, | oa “=a. Linooln, Mercer Lincoln Pet 

Park Leeds ‘an 
Evans, Marian, Tring Hertford, Hotel Keeper Jan 20 | Funroena, Jone, Horwich, Lanes, Builder Bolton Pet 
Aldate’s, Oxford Jan 

Tailor Burton 

Scarborough, Fruit Merchant Jan | Gecesan, Mamome, OF Rote, Due, 
Hat Jan? Ord Jeno . = aoe 
Hau, WituaM me Spaee, Stehnd, Bafent Neweaatle 


Bava Sane Winuiam ae, Poramouth "Pet Ter 10 


Ord Jan 


mma... 


Salesman 
walls st, Barrow in 
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aos ame Nottinghim Nottingham Pet Jan 9 kenerasn, Gaenas Bowsm, “Sentaeeh, Brats, Chief SWEET & M AXWELL, LIMITE, 


in, 7. Boxgrove, Farmer Brighton Pet Jan 10 


Hittox, Joux, Irlam, Lancs, Travelling Draper Salford 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Hopees, Tuomas, Cheltenham, Butcher Cheltenham Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Jones, oe Soum, eons. Glam, Colliery Tipper Cardiff Pet 


Karger, Witt, Sherwood Rise, Notts, Tailor No‘ting- 
ham PetJan8 Ord Jan8 
LezitaBor0, Laowarp Epwarp, Wantage, Berks, Farmer 
Oxford Pet Nov25 Ord Jan9 
Leste, Witt14m, His Majesty’s Prison, Brixton, Electrical 
x Wandsworth Pet Oct 27 Jan 9 
Lucas, James A agp Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet 
Dec5 Ord Jan li 
Marsaatr, Exxest deen Epwarp, West Barnsley, 
Yorks, Boot Repairer Barnsley Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
ae _ Wituitam, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 10 
1 


Mts, Atrrep WILLA, —— In, Tea Merchant High 
Court Pet Aug5 Ord Jan 1 

Ramspex, Herprar eucaname. Hulme, Manchester, 
Decorator Manchester Pet Dec12 Ord Jan5 

Sacxpersos, Agtrave, Sneinton. 
Nottip Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 

omas, St Mary Cavs Kent, Contractor Croy- 
et Jan2 Ord Jan9 
—, Argruve, York, Grocer York Pet Jan 9 Ord 
an 9 

a = Arrnur Hewry, Teignmouth, Builder Exeter 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Jan9 

Souruery, = pees Bzanp, Bolton, Joiner Bolton Pet 
Jans Ord Jan8 

Taxon, Samvet, Andover, Hants; Grocer’s Traveller 

Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 

Trier, Watter, Birmingham, Boot Factor Birmingham 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan8 

Watenaw, Georct, Heckmondwike, > — eg Wool Merchant 

w De = a 10 Ord Jan 10 ~— 

‘atts, Witu14mM James, Fins ~ pvmt, Builder h 

Court Pet Nov2 Ord Jan8 Hig 

Witeins, Joux Davyret, ~ Aberdare, Builder 
Aberdare Pet Jan9 Ord Ji 

Wim, Stockport, vs Cheshire, 

Butcher Stockport Pet Jan9 Ord J: 

Woop, Joux Kresr, Grosmont, wath, - ae ll Stockton 

on Tees Jan9 Ord Jan 9 

Wonramerox, Tuomas Turxer, Lytham, Lancs, Commis- 
sion Agent Preston Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 


Amended notice subs‘i:uted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 22 : 


Howargp Wiis, — on Sea, Grocer 
ord PetOct2 Ord Dec 1 


ADJUDICATIONS AN = ULLED, 


ItpgrtTox, Tuomas Georct, Cullercoats, Northumberland 
= : le on Tyne Adjud March 4, 1904 Annul Nov 
1 


Kexxy, Eraxest Courtyey,and Wittiaw Ratrn Witrrip 
Kexxy, Buriton, Hants, Market Gardeners Portemouth 
Adjud May 2, 1905 Annul Dec 14, 1905 


London Gazetite.—Turspayr, Jan. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asamax, Cuartzs, Gosforth, Northumberland, Beer 
ewcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 
— ~t 7 Davin, Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet Jan 12 Ord 


Batpwix, Rozert, Small Heath, anata, Builder 

je ph Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 1 2 ok 

ARN WE nomas, Newcastle on , Innkeeper New- 
catiee on Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 _g 

eae ci My nog Bradford Pet 
Jan 

Brocuiz, James, Forest Hill, Kent, Mechanical Engineer 
Greenwich Pet ag 


et Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 
Cardiff’ Pet Jan 10 Ord 


aes tN Rovert, Cardiff 
Cons, a Wirt, and Atyrzep Tornam Conxz, 
Folkestone, Kent, Schoolmasters Canterbury 
‘ Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 a. "4 
cpperorp, Wituiam Epwiy, 7 Devon, Butch 
Plymouth Pet Jan 11 bef bart 


Siu»oxs, 
don 


Witsox, J ourneyman 


Gaisrt, 


Dunsroxs, Watrze, Hackoey od, Beet Mtenufest High 
Court Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 ae 
Eis, Jos, O pton, Devon, Baker Plymouth Pet 


Janil OrdJan ii 
si Water Tuomas, S ee Pawnbroker 
om PetJani2 Ord Jan 
Faasx. By we Pit Helper Middles- 
= | Pet Jan 12 — 2 
‘ouLorn, James Jackton eots, Hunts, Draper Bed- 
‘ ford Pet Jan 13 Ord { Jan - 
RANKAL, Dorn, Stew st, Cigarette Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Oct 7 Ord Jan 12 
¥F Asrave Bexsauiw Hanan, Gt Yarmouth, Carter 
armouth Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 
Gaazize, BSaean, Birmingham, Farmer | Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Jan il 


Hawiett, Fuascus J, Porchester rd, Bayswater, Licensed 
Victualler High ‘Court Pet Dec 2 "Ord Jan 12 

Hawaesz, Daviv, Icen Way, Dore , Grocer Dor- 
chester Pet Jani13 Ord Jan 13 

Hoposon, Isave.ts, Hartburn, Durham Stockton on Tees 
Pet San 13, Ond qn is aE? 

ant ire Nantwich Pet 

sept 9 Ord Jan 12 

at oy Aldershot, Agent Guildford Pet Jan 12 


, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 


Joun Duscan Wittiam, Exeter, Dental 

— Exeter Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Mixes, Percy Abert, Westgite on Sea, Builder Canter- 
bury Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 18 

Mvuetuwaite, Freperick Witiam, Gateshead. Durham, 
Journeyman Painter Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 12 
Ord Jan 12 

Nickerson, Erxest Artur Lorne, Aldershot, Southamp- 
ton Guildford Pet Nov10 Ord Jan9 

O’Doyocuuz, Tuomas Goop, Kingston upon Hull, 
; me Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 13 Ord 


McIntoss, 
8 


Jan 13 
Paice, Hexer, New Moat, pestadn, Farmer Pembroke 
Dock Pet Jan13 Ord J 


Paice, Josepx Szymovur. nd Solicitor Birming- 
ham PetDec9 Ord Jan 12 
Rerrs, ALexanper Lesuiz, York st, Westminster, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 
Cues. J Gorpon,Cannonst HighCourt Pet Dec12 Ord 
an 11 
Spawtow, Witt1am Henry. Leicester, Stonemazon Leices- 
ter PetJan13 Ord Jan 13 
Squire, Joun Barret, Clifton hill, South Hampstead, Con- 
tractor HighCourt Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 


Stevens, Ropert Epwarp, and Freperick Samvet Gar- 
ag Swansea, Hatters Swansea Pet Jan 12 Ord 
‘an 12 


Titpstey, JoszpH Dixon, Leigh, Lancs, Pork Butcher 
Bolton PetJan10 Ord Jan10 
Titpstey, Witi1am, Leigh, Lancs, Pork Butcher Bolton 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 


Tomux, Frep, Tring, Hertford, Bootmaker Aylesbury 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 
TrovcuToy, Witi1AmM. Wisbech, Comtaltge, Publican 


King’s Lynn Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 1 
Turner, Hersert Avcustvs, Earl ion, Suffolk, Farmer 
I ick Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 
Watton, Josian, Cotherstone, York, Grocer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Dec 30 OrdJan1 
Watson, Ernest, Walthamstow, Essex, Butcher’s Sales- 
man High Court PetJaniil Ord Jan 11 
WeaTHERALL, Isaac, Keighley, Fame, Coal Merchant 
Bradford Pet Janil Ord Jani 
Wirtiams, Wituram Epwarp, , - ey wen, Tron- 
monger Tredegar Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan1 
Witusox, Wacter Caarzes, Sheldwich, co Kent, 
Farmer Canterbury Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 


Amended notice substituted for that ; ieeae in the 
London Gazette of Dec 
Revitt, Frepericxk Jony, Forest a Kent, 
Greenwich Pet Nov3 Ord Dec5 
Amended notice substituted for that Yee in the 
London Gazette of Jan 5 
Morcan, Hersert Artuvr, pipet, Glam, Innkeeper 
Aberdare Pet Jan1 Osd Jan 
RECEIVING ORDER - 


Ginsox, Gzorce, Red Rock, Wigan, Licensed Victualler 
Wigan Rec Ord Oct 19, 1905 Rese Jan 9 


Grocer 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxicrrors’ JourRNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52s., 
post-free, SoLicriroRs’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 
Foreign, 288. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 2s. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 








RIVATE SECRETARY.—Young Gentle- 

man, Lancs., holding responsible position, well- 
educated and thoroughly conversant with every class of 
clerical work, Desires Engagement as Private ney 









8, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, Te, 


LAW PUBLISHERS AND BOOKSELLERS 
Dealers in Second-Hand LAW REPORTS and 
BOOKS and LEGAL PORTRAITS, 
LAW LIBRARIES PURCHASED, 


Vatuations Mapg vor PROBATE, PARTNERSHIP, §;, 
(LicensED VALUERS, ) 


Books supplied on on the Instalment System, 


Price 25s. 
1, In two volumes. 
2. In one volume printed on thin paper. 


3. In one volume on Oxford India paper 
(8s. 6d. net extra). 


THE ANNUAL 
COUNTY COURTS PRACTICE 


1906. 
By His Honour Judge SMYLY, KC, 


AND 
W. J. BROOKS, Esq, 
Of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
In this issue all the new Rules, Orders, and Cases have 


been incorporated, including all the latest cases under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts. 









Lonpoy : 
SWEET & MAXWELL, Ltd., 3, Chancery-lane, W.C, 
STEVENS & SONS, Ltd., 119 and 120, Chancery-lane, W.C, 
NOW READY. SECOND EDITION, Price 5s, net, 
AN EPITOME OF THE 

PRACTICE of the CHANCERY and 

KING’S BENCH DIVISIONS 
OF THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 

By A. H. POCOCK, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
London: Errincuam W11s0n, 54, Threadneedle-street, E.C, 
BSOME NEW COPIES OF 


mn) ) PRIDEAUX’S CONVEYANCING 
PRECEDENTS, 2 vols., 


20/- 18th Edition, 1900. 


ON SALE BY 
THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, Ln, 
Dealers ia all Descriptions of Law Books wie. 


CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE 
*,* Law Libraries Purchased or Valued (Licensed Valuers). 











(REvIsED AND CORRECTED 


TWELFTH IMPRESSION. 
1 Price 18s. 


898.) 8vo 


INSTITUTES ot JOSTINIAN 


With English Introduction, Translation, and Notes 


By the Late THOMAS COLLETT SANDARS 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 


London: LONGMANS, GREEN, & 00. 
r[\RANSLATIONS, Technical, in all Tan- 


ages by native legal experts; Patent Law work & 
ity. —“ Enrente Corpiate”’ Scnoot, 61, 





speci 
street. 
RECIS and TRANSLATIONS of Spanish, 

Portuguese, and Poach | Documents; great general 


knowledge and exp in many countries; 
ken at the shortest notice.—Joun Peasce, 











and Companion; could supply highest r 
character, ability, &c.—Address 8. 408, care of sad Solicitors 
Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W. C. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the 
Metropolis and Vicinity. 
InstituTeD 1817. 
Supported by Life and Annual Subscriptions and by 
Donations. 
This Association consists of Solicitors residing and prac- 
tising in the Metropolis or within the Bills of Mortality, and 
its objects are (amon og 
To - relief to the Widow and Children of any 

deceased Member, or if 4 then to other relatives 

dependent on him for support. 
The relief afforded last year amounted to £1,148, 








Laveox, Joux Jaurs, Walton, Liverpool, Coal Dealer 
as Tayo Pet Jaa 11 Ord tan 11 “ 

Hessr Tuomas, Gresha Brixton, sic Hall 

‘artist, High Court Pe Jani’ Ord Jan ii 


A subscription of One Guinea per annum ‘constitutes a 
peueer, and a payment of Ten Guineas membership for 


Application to be made to the Szcuzrany, E, Evelyn 





AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For 


63, Carlton-mansions, Maida Vale, W. 
S— per cent, will be taken off the — 


8. 
Abstracts Copied os = ove.s«O-«-8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts 2 3 Loe 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand _se,, we © 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted 2 , per sheet, 
Full Copies 0 r folio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. “per ‘sheet; Draft, $d. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, ena Holborn, E.0. 


LADY DETECTIVE, educated, experienced, 
Undertakes Private and Confidential Inquiries; oe 
Commercial, &c. ; strict integrity ; moderate fees; male 

female assistante.—Miss Easton, 241, Shaftesbury-aveau 
(two doors from) New Oxford-street. 








Barron, 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.0 






















Suita 


FUND 
BAR 


< 


Beneaericae 


